CHAPTER 2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1. Introduction
Sections 21091(d) and 21092.5 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and Section 15088(a) of

the CEQA Guidelines govern the | ead agencyo6s requi
a Draft EIR. Section 15088(a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines states that AThe | ead agency shalll e\

received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The Lead

Agency shall respond to comments raising significant environmental issues that were received

during the noticed comment period and any extensi
accordance with these requirements, this Chapter of this Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

provides responses to each of the written comments on the Draft EIR, inclusive of 30 letters

received during the public comment period and one letter received after the close of the public

comment period.

Table 2-1, Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR, provides a list of the comment
letters received by the City.

Subsection 2, Topical Responses to Comments, provides comprehensive responses to address
multiple, similar comments that have been raised on key topics during the Draft EIR public review
period. Where appropriate, references to the topical responses are provided within the individual
responses to comments prepared in Subsection 3, which is described below. The Topical
Responses in this section include the following:

9 Topical Response No. 1: Public Participation and Review
9 Topical Response No. 2: Rent Stabilized Housing

1 Topical Response No. 3: Affordable Housing Requirements

Subsection 3, Responses to Comments, below, presents the comment letters submitted during
the public comment period for the Draft EIR. As indicated in Table 2-1, individual letters are
organized by agencies (Group AG), organizations (Group ORG), form letters (Group FORM) and
then individuals (Group IND). Each letter/correspondence is given a number and each comment
that requires a response within a given letter/correspondence is also assigned a number. For
example, the first agency letter below that provides comments is the letter from the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and their correspondence is therefore designated
Letter No. AG 1. The first comment received within Letter No. AG 1 is then labeled Comment No.
AG 1- 1. Each numbered comment is then followed by a correspondingly numbered response,
(i.e., Response to Comment No. AG 1-1). A copy of each comment letter is provided in Appendix
A, Original Comment Letters, of this Final EIR.

As required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), the focus of the responses to comments

is Athe disposition of significant environment al
not provided to comments that do not relate to environmental issues. However, in some cases,

additional information has been added for reference and clarity.
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2. Responses to Comments

TABLE 2-1

COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR

No.

From

Date Received

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Cultural

Resources

Geology and

Soils

Greenhouse

Gas Emissions

Noise and
Vibration

Traffic

Alternatives

Other
Request for
Extension
Support

Agencies

AG 1

South Coast Air Quality
Management District
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

June 2, 2020

AG 2

State of California Department of
Transportation

District 7, Office of Transportation
Planning

100 South Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, CA 90012

June 8, 2020

AG 3

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

Metro Development Review

One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-1
Los Angeles, CA 90012

June 8, 2020

Organizations

ORG 1

Los Angeles Tenants Union
P.O. Box 27354
Los Angeles, CA 90027

May 15, 2020

ORG 2

Hollywood Heritage, Inc.
P.O. Box 2586
Hollywood, CA 90078

May 15 and
June 8, 2020
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2. Responses to Comments

No.

From

Geology and
Gas Emissions

Soils
Request for

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Cultural
Resources
Greenhouse
Noise and
Vibration
Traffic
Alternatives
Other
Extension
Support

Date Received

ORG 3

Hollywood United Neighborhood
Council

P.O. Box 3272

Los Angeles, CA 90078

May 20 and
June 6, 2020

X
X
X
x
X

ORG 4

J. H. McQuiston, P.E.
McQuiston Associates
6212 Yucca Street

Los Angeles, CA 90028

May 26, 2020
(Dated June 3,
2020) X X X

ORG 5

Advocates for the Environment
10211 Sunland Boulevard
Shadow Hills, CA 91040

June 5, 2020

ORG 6

Yucca Association
6500 Sunset Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90028

June 8, 2020

ORG 7

Yucca Argyle Tenants Association

June 8, 2020 X X X X

ORG 8

Los Angeles Conservancy
523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826
Los Angeles, CA 90014

June 8, 2020

FORM 1

General Comment Letter

Jodi Chang
7050 Waring Avenue, Apt 5
Los Angeles, CA 90038

May 27, 2020

Paisley Mares
5119 Maplewood Avenue, #217
Los Angeles, CA 90004

May 28, 2020

Colin Beckett
1332 North Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90028

June 1, 2020
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2. Responses to Comments
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Edwin Mantanico June 1, 2020
1325 Gabriel Garcia Marquez
Street, Apt. B
Los Angeles, CA 90033
Michael Lopez June 1, 2020
5439 Russell Avenue, #12
Los Angeles, CA 90027
Lois DeArmond June 3, 2020
Amy Tannenbaum June 5, 2020
Carla Lupita Rowley June 5, 2020
Jessica Savio June 7, 2020
Norman Kemble June 7, 2020
320 South Hobart Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90020
David Reiman June 8, 2020
Dont Rhine June 8, 2020
2244 North Gower Street
Los Angeles, CA 90068
JoAnn Paolantonio June 8, 2020
155 South Manhattan Place, Apt. 14
Los Angeles, CA 90004
Paula Peng June 8, 2020
3127 Livonia Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90034
Nadia Sadeghpour June 8, 2020

2700 Cahuenga Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90068
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Starr Scesniak June 8, 2020
1837 North La Brea Avenue, #1
Los Angeles, CA 90046
Aaron Sandnes (Late Letter) June 9, 2020
141 South Sycamore Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90036
Individuals
Susan Hunter April 23 and
IND 1 30, 2020 X X
Vilia Zemaitaitis, AICP April 24 and
IND 2 1763 Vista Del Mar June 8, 2020 X X X X
Los Angeles, CA 90028
IND 3 Shauna Johnson June 3, 2020 X
Robert Mori June 5, 2020 X
IND 4 419 South Cloverdale Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90036
Notes:

The Form letter includes substantially similar comments provided by the commenters that have been consolidated in a single letter. All of the
individual letters are included in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Source: ESA, 2020.
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2. Responses to Comments

2. Topical Responses to Comments

a) Topical Response No. 11 Public Participation and
Review

Numerous comments were received requesting that the public review period for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be extended for various reasons, including because the public

review period occurred after the Mayor 1issu
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Other comments suggested that the comment period on the Draft
EIR should not have begun until the Mayor s

period of time after that Order has been lifted.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Res. Code 8§ 21000 et seq.) and the
Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (State CEQA Guidelines;14 Cal. Code
Regs. 88 15000 et seq.) provide specific requirements with regard to the distribution and review
of documents prepared as part of the EIR process, all of which the City has met or exceeded. An
overview of these requirements pertinent to this stage of the CEQA process and a discussion of
how the City of Los Angeles (City), in its role as Lead Agency for the Project, has met and
exceeded these requirements are provided below.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15085(a) requires that, upon completion of the Draft EIR, a Notice of
Completion be filed with the Office of Planning and Research (OPR). CEQA Guidelines Section
15087 requires that a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR be mailed to organizations and
individuals that have requested such notice in writing, and that notice shall also be given by at
least one of the following additional methods: (1) publication at least one time in the newspaper
of general circulation in the area; (2) posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in
the area where the project is to be located; or (3) direct mailing to owners and occupants
contiguous to the parcel on which the project is located. CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d)
requires that the Notice of Availability shall also be posted in the Office of the County Clerk. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15087(g) provides that lead agencies should furnish copies of the Draft EIR
to the public library systems in the area of the project, and also provide a copy in the office of the
lead agency, to make the Draft EIR available to the public.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15086 includes the consultation requirements that the lead agency
must fulfill during the comment period on the Draft EIR, such as consultation with responsible
agencies, trustee agencies and any other agency that has jurisdiction by law over the Project.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15086 also provides that the lead agency may consult with any person
with expertise regarding any environmental impact involved, any member of the public who has
filed a written request for notice; and any person identified by the applicant whom the applicant
believes will be concerned about the project.

With regard to public review of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) states that,
A[ T] he public review period for a draft EIR
except in unusual circumstances. When a Draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for
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2. Responses to Comments

review by State agencies, the public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter
period, not |l ess than 30 days, ils approved

The Go v &xreoutive Orsler N-54-20, signed April 22, 2020, suspended the deadlines for
filing, noticing and posting of CEQA documents with county clerks for 60 days, but did not suspend
or extend the time the public has to review and comment on CEQA documents, including EIRSs.
Therefore, despite the specific actions the Governor has taken to suspend CEQA deadlines to
accommodate to the pandemic, the Governor has not suspended or affected the time
requirements under CEQA Section 15105, and the provisions in Section 15105 remain operative
and binding.

In accordance with the requirements discussed above, once the Draft EIR was completed, the
City, as the Lead Agency, filed a Notice of Completion with OPR, and copies of the Draft EIR
were provided for distribution by the State Clearinghouse commencing the public review period
on April 23, 2020. The City prepared a Notice of Completion and Availability (NOA) requesting
comments on the Draft EIR and mailed the NOA to responsible agencies, those individuals who
had previously requested notice, and to all organizations and individuals identified by the
Applicant as being concerned about the Project.2 The NOA included information on how to access
the Draft EIR, including on the City website. The NOA was also sent to those agencies and
individuals that commented on the Notice of Preparation the City sent at the time it initially
determined to prepare an EIR for the Project, all property owners, tenants, and businesses within
a 500-foot radius of the Project Site. A copy (USB thumb drive) of the Draft EIR was also mailed
to numerous appropriate agencies identified by the Los Angeles City Planning Department. To
further ensure that agencies received notice of the Draft EIR, the City e-mailed copies of the NOA
to known agency contacts and/or general agency e-mail addresses, which also included a link to
theDraft EI R on t henottewayass primted in thée LtoeAngelas Times and posted
at the County Clerk Office. With the newspaper notice and direct mailings to owners and
occupants contiguous to the Project Site, the City exceeded the basic noticing requirements set
forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a).

by

As stated in the NOA, t hRdannidg recpdhized De ynprecédemte t

nature of COVID-19 and the restrictions it was causing. Having been identified as an essential
City service, the Department of City Planning continued to work and respond to all inquiries
pertaining to its ongoing efforts to process entitlement applications. As a r esul t

of

t

of

t

fSafer at Homeo Order issued on March 19, 2020,

that the usual methods for accessing project-related materials in-person might be limited.
Nonetheless, the Department of City Planning remained committed to ensuring that interested
parties seeking information about the Project could retain access to the Draft EIR and the

1 Similarly, CEQA provides that the public review period for a Draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days,
and that the review period for a Draft EIR submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review, the review
period shall be at least 45 days. (Pub. Res. Code § 21091(a).)

2 A copy of the NOA is included at the City website: https:/planning.lacity.org/development-
services/eir/6220-yucca-project.
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2. Responses to Comments

documents referenced in the Draft EIR. The Department of City Planning promptly responded to
public requests for Draft EIR information throughout the public review circulation period.

As the NOA clearly stated, the Draft EIR, the documents referenced in the Draft EIR, and the
whole of the case file, consistent with AB 900 requirements, were available for public review online
at t he Depart ment of City Pl anningos websi
http://planning4la.com/development-services/eir. The NOA also stated that the Draft EIR, and the
documents referenced in the Draft EIR, were also available for purchase for $5.00 per copy;
however, when request was made to the Planning Department for a hard copy, the copy was
provided without charge. The NOA stated that the Project Planner, Alan Como, could be
contacted via phone or e-mail, both of which were provided on the NOA, should an interested
party wish to purchase a copy of the Draft EIR and referenced documents (on either CD-ROM, a
USB flash drive, or in hard copy), or to arrange additional accommodations. Further, the NOA
stated that, by appointment arranged through Mr. Como, the Draft EIR, the documents referenced
in the Draft EIR, and the whole of the case file were available for public review at the City of Los
Angeles, Department of City Planning, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los Angeles, CA
90012, during office hours Monday - Friday, 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.

The City acknowledges that CEQA Guidelines 15087 (
available to the public, Lead Agencies should furnish copies of the of the Draft EIRs to public

|l i brary systems serving the area involved. o OPR
COVID-19 has stated that, fAProviding comtbefeasille CEQA
at this time, as ma ngmadnycomnmemersastedahe krames serviregdhe 0

Project Site were closed during the RMagyjog dtsd 91 S@rf af
at Ho me dDewPitetheseclosures,the Ci t yds ef f orensuredttemsthepublibed ab o
was provided sufficient access to the Draft EIR and supporting and referenced documents.

While the City understands that the ASafer at Hor
groups from meeting in person, CEQA does not require that people be able to meet and confer

in person on a Draft EIR, and the Order should not preclude any individuals or groups from

reviewing the Draft EIR and providing their comments.

Concerning the length of the public review of the Draft EIR, the public review period of 47 days,
beginning on April 23, 2020 and ending on June 8, 2020, met C E Q A i@guirements pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) for Draft EIRs submitted to the State Clearinghouse for public
review by State agencies.

As explained in detail above, the City has met C E Q Ar@glirements with regard to the distribution
of documents for public review and the timeframesfort he publ i cddamentsia oraew o f
to ensure that all interested agencies, organizations, and individuals were informed of and had
the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Project. Therefore, since the Draft EIR and
the documents supporting and referenced in the Draft EIR, as well as the whole of the case file,
remained accessible to all individuals throughout the public review comment period, the comment

3 Governoros Office of Planning andhttRep.cagovicdya/, MBE QA we b ¢
11, 2020.
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2. Responses to Comments

period was not extended. Moreover, all comments on the Draft EIR were required to be provided
in writing, and submitted electronically via email, or hard copy via mail. Submittal of comments in
person was not required, nor recommended.

Regarding the Final EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), a lead agency shall
provide a written response to a public agency on comments made by that public agency at least
10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. The lead agency has met these requirements in this
Chapter 2, Responses to Comments, of this Final EIR, and has also provided a notice of
availability of the Final EIR to members of the public within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site
as well as to individuals who requested notice by attending public meetings, Applicant outreach
meetings, or by commenting on the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was made available to the public at
the City and on the City website on August 7, 2020, 12 days in advance of the public hearing for
consideration of certification of the Final EIR.

b) Topical Response No. 21 Rent Stabilized Housing

Several comments state that, by demolishing the existing multi-family units at the Project Site, the
Project would result in the displacement of affordable housing units, and that the Draft EIR fails
to analyze the environmental impacts of the loss of those affordable units. However, the existing
multi-family units at the Project Site are not covenanted affordable units, but are instead governed
by t h e Re@tiStalilidgasion Ordinance (RS0),4 and the process of removing tenants from
these RSO units prior to demolition is governed by the RSO and the Stated Ellis Act.

There are no affordable housing units on the Project Site and, therefore, none would be
demolished by either the Project or by Modified Alternative 2. Itis important to note the distinction
between RSO units and affordable housing units. Once someone moves out of a RSO unit, RSO
permits the unit to be listed at market rate rent. By contrast, as proposed by Modified Alternative
2, as discussed below, in accordance with California State Law (including Senate Bill 1818, and
Assembly Bills 2280 and 2222), and LAMC Section 12.22 A.25 (Affordable Housing Incentives i
Density Bonus), 17 of the proposed 271 units would be covenanted affordable units® for at least
55 years and available only to Very Low Income households during that time. Therefore, neither
the Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would result in the loss or net loss of affordable housing
units. Rather, as explained below, both would result in the net increase of RSO units at the Project
Site and in the Hollywood area, and Modified Alternative 2 would also increase the number of
covenanted affordable units in the area.

Further, as an environmental document, the Draft EIR analyzesPr o) ect 6 SEQAddusngt i a l
impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria Xlll.b and Xlll.c, which relate to
the displacement of housing and people, respectively, that would necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere) in Section IV.J, Population and Housing, and concludes those
impacts would be less than significant. The Modified Alternative 2 potential CEQA housing

4 Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 151.00 et seq.

5 A covenanted affordable unit in this document refers to a unit which requires a covenant to be recorded
against the property to ensure the unit is only leased to a Very Low Income household for 55 years. The
Modified Project proposes to include eight percent, or 17, units restricted by covenant to households of
Very Low Incomes.
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2. Responses to Comments

impacts are analyzed on pages 3-53 and 3-54 in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and

Corrections, of the Final EIR, which concludes that the Modified Alternative 2 potential impacts

woul d be | ess than si gAssuch, thegpatdéntial ehvirohreental impact®af o j ect 0
the Project and the Modified Alternative 2 on housing are thoroughly and accurately analyzed in

the EIR, and those analyses and their conclusions are fully supported by substantial evidence.

No further analysiso f t h e P Madjfiezl Alterdative @ potential environmental impacts on

housing is required under CEQA. For informational purposes, the following discussion provides

further detail regarding the RSO process for the RSO units located on the Project Site.

As stated on page II-7 of Chapter I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project Site contains
a total of 44 existing residential units, 43 of which are multi-family units that are subject to the
RSO. The RSO includes local regulations that implement the Ellis Act,® a State law that regulates
the transition of certain rental units to other uses.

As explained on page IV.H-46 of Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, under
the RSO, project applicants are required to provide relocation assistance to any tenants affected
by the loss of existing RSO units. The RSO requires project applicants to provide relocation
assistance in the form of a specified payment set by the RSO that is meant to cover relocation
expenses. Therefore, existing RSO tenants on the Project Site will be provided relocation
assistance as required by the RSO, and the Applicant will be required to follow all other applicable
provisions of the RSO and of the Ellis Act, as well.

As explained on page IV.H-46 of Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, and on pages IV.J-21 and
IV.J-22 of Section IV.J, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the RSO requirements also
apply to the construction and operation of the new development proposed by the Project and by
the Modified Alternative 2. Specifically, under the version of LAMC Section 151.28.A that applies
to the Project and the Modified Alternative 2,7 since the Applicant is removing 43 current RSO
units from the market, the Applicant can either replace those 43 RSO with an equal number of
covenanted affordable units on-site or 20 percent of the units, whichever is less, or, alternatively,
can apply the RSO to all new Project or Modified Alternative 2 rental units other than covenanted
affordable units. This only applies if the replacement units are offered for rent or lease within 5
years of the filing of the Notice of Intent to Withdraw per 15.128 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code (LAMC).

As stated on page 11-8 of Chapter II, Project Description, page IV.H-46 of Section IV.H, Land Use
and Planning, and on page IV.J-21 of Section IV.J, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, in
order to comply with these regulations, the Project, would provide all 210 of its new multi-family
residential units as RSO units. By contrast, as stated on pages 3-53 and 3-54 of Chapter 3,
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would
demolish 40 RSO apartment units and convert 3 RSO units within 1765 Vista Del Mar Avenue to

6 Government Code Sections 7060, et seq.

" The application for the Projecto6s Ves oriAugustTee20t6at i ve T
(see March 17, 2017 letter from W. Lamborn, Dept. of City Planning, to the Applicant). Therefore, the
prior version of LAMC Section 151.28.A regarding the replacement of RSO units applies to the Project
and Modified Alternative 2, not the current version that became effective June 4, 2017.
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2. Responses to Comments

a single family use (which would as a result no longer be subject to the RSO), and maintain one
single-family home at 1771 Vista Del Mar Avenue not subject to the RSO. It would construct 269
new multi-family residential units. Seventeen (17) of these units would be covenanted affordable
units for Very Low-Income households, and the remaining 252 multi-family units would be
governed by the RSO. As indicated, the Modified Alternative 2 would not demolish the existing
residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would return the residence located at
1765 N. Vista Del Mar, formerly converted to a triplex, to a single-family residence. Therefore, the
Modified Alternative 2 would provide a total of 271 residential units at the Project Site, including
the two single-family residences on N. Vista Del Mar and the 269 multi-family units in Building 1.
Very Low-Income households are households with an income at or below 50 percent of the Area
Median Income, as established by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development.

As stated on page 11-8 of Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, for the Project, and

referred to on page 3-16 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR,

although not required by the RSO, both the Project and the Modified Alternative 2 would also offer

tenants of the existing RSO units at the Project Site a right of return to comparable units in the

Project or Modified Alternative 2, once occupied, at their | ast yeart
increases under the RSO, in order to minimize potential permanent displacement.

For all of the reasons stated above, neither the Project, nor the Modified Alternative 2 would result

in a loss of affordable housing units or of RSO units. Substantial evidence supportsthe E1 R6 s
conclusion that neither the Project nor the Modified Alternative 2 would foreseeably displace
substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

c) Topical Response No. 31 Affordable Housing
Requirements

Several commenters have suggested that the Project fails to comply with affordable housing
requirements and disobeys the requirements for inclusionary zoning, and that the Draft EIR fails
to analyze the required levels of affordable housing needed in the Hollywood Redevelopment
Plan area and, more generally, affordable housing requirements correlating with housing needs
in the City and in Los Angeles County (County). These comments raise a number of issues that
are addressed below.

(1) Neither the Project Nor the Modified Alternative 2 Is
Required to Include Affordable Housing

Commenters assert, in general, that there is no reason for the Project to not comply with
requirements for inclusionary zoning. More specifically, commenters assert that the Project fails
to comply with the affordable housing requirements contained in California Health & Safety Code
§ 33413, subdivision (2)(A)(i) [sic] as implemented under Assembly Bill (AB) 1505. Regarding
the Draft EIR, commenters assert that, because the Project Site is located within the boundaries
of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Area, the Draft EIR is defective for failing to analyze the
level of affordable housing required in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Area.
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Contrary to the c¢ommen there aré nogdoptedrinellisionarg Boasing i on s ,
policies, plans, programs, or ordinances that require inclusionary housing in the Project or the

Modified Alternative 2. However, the entitlements for Modified Alternative 2 include affordable

housing units through the utilization of Density Bonus provisions.8

With regard to the commenter sd saff@naiHéaithc& Safstys er t i on
Code, Section 33413(b)(2)(A)(i), a part of the Community Redevelopment Law, and AB 1505 as

imposing affordable housing requirements not only on the Project, but also on all projects seeking

Afentitl ement s und e unityplanin piage erioritofPalroer o City af lmsAngeles. 0

These commenters claim that, based on their revie
the Holl ywood Redevel opment Plan), either the Dra:
affordable housing requirements demanded by CA HSC 33413(2)(A)(i) [sic] to be implemented

under CA AB 15050 and that, since fAaffordable hou
it he Draft EIR is not in compl i andd awistoh falrl f &t a1
analyze affordable categories and for failing t
correlating with é housing needs. 0

However, AB 1505 did not implement California Health & Safety Code, Section 33413(b)(2)(A)(i).
AB 1505 modified Section 65850 of the Government Code to allow the legislative body of any
county or city to adopt inclusionary housing ordinances to require new residential rental

developments include a <certain percentage of ren
households with incomes that do not exceed the limits for moderate-income, lower income, very
low income, or extremely lowincomehousehol dso as specified in certa

Safety Code (not including Section 33413), or to provide for alternative means of compliance.
( Gov Ot 883560fge) AB 1505 also added Section 65850.01 to the Government Code, which
grants the California Department of Housing and Community Development the ability to review
inclusionary housing ordinances adopted after September 15, 2017. Neither AB 1505 nor these
Government Code sections are relevant to the Project because the City has not adopted an
inclusionary housing ordinance or other requirement that affects either the Project or the Modified
Alternative 2.

Further, California Health & Safety Code, Section 33413(b)(2)(A(i) itself does not apply to the
Project, the Modified Alternative 2, or to any other individual project. Instead, as this section
expressly st at eriortathe timedintwn tneeffectiveheastof the redevelopment
plané at | east 15 percent of all new andévelspadb st ant i
within a project area under the jurisdiction of an agency by public or private entities or persons
other than the agency shall be available at affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons
and families of | ow or modddeda tireothér wordsntleiséstatuite ( Emp h
imposes a requirement that 15 percent of the new or substantially rehabilitated units developed
in a redevelopment plan area during the life of a redevelopment plan meet these affordability

8 As explained in Topical Response No. 2, Rent Stabilized Housing, the RSO provides for replacing
demolished RSO units with a certain number of covenanted affordable units as one option, but not as a
requirement, for replacing RSO housing. (LAMC § 151.28.B.)
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requirements; it does not impose these affordability requirements on individual projects developed
in the redevelopment plan area.

Assuming these commenters are referring to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Project is
consistent with the applicable provisions of that Plan, as discussed on pages IV.H-38 through
IV.H-41 of Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR. The Hollywood Redevelopment
Plan does not require the Project, or the Modified Alternative 2, or any individual project, to provide
15 percent of its new residential units as covenanted affordable units, and none of the
commenters has identified any provision in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan that includes such

a requirement. I n fact, commenters acknowledge t
15% areawi de affordable housing. o (Emphasis omitt
The commenters state that t he Hol |l ywood Redevel

affordable housingo that has,amassertbhatehe Projectwill( e mp h a ¢
Afexacer bat e & lvearepon a lrdjeetony oh failure to meet the state law.0 These

comments constitute argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or economic

impacts that neither contribute to nor are caused by physical impacts on the environment i not

substantial evidence. (See State CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) They do not support a claim

that the Draft EIR fails to comply with CEQA or any applicable law or plan. Again, the Hollywood

Redevel opment Pl ands requirements ragply ato dhie n g aff
Redevelopment Plan area, and not to individual projects. Additionally, even if the need for

affordable housing not mandated by local plans or ordinances were considered to be an
environmental issue, which it is not, neither the Project nor the Modified Alternative 2 could be
required to fAmitigat e o CalfarniaeBuiidisgtindustgy Assm . @ay tAreso n . (S
Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369; Ballona Wetlands Trust v. City of Los

Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455; South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana

Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1604.) Moreover, like the requirements in California Health & Safety

Code, Section 33413(b)(2)(A(CiT), t he Hol Il ywood R
requirements must be met within the lifetime of the Plan, which extends until 2027. See,
Implementation Plan For 2009-2013 Hollywood Redevelopment Project.®

A recent court deci si on, now final, has upheld t
California Health & Safety Code, Section 33413(b)(2)(A(i)) and the applicability of Hollywood
Redevel opment Plands affordable housing requiremei
entered in AIDS Healthcare Foundation, etc., et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al., Los Angeles
County Superior Court Case No. 19STCP00520; that decisions is now final (see Second District

Court of Appeal Case No. B299296, and California Supreme Court Case No. S257776).

(2) The Modified Alternative 2 Density Bonus Calculation

Commenters further assert that, in complying with the affordable housing requirements mandated
by California Health & Safety Code, Section 33413
affordable units must be increased prior to any density bonus beingapplie d, 6 and t hat t hi

9 See http://www.crala.org/internet-site/Projects/Hollywood/upload/HW%20Implementation%
20Plan_july2008.pdf
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calculation must be done for all projects that sought entitlements under any specific or community
plan that existed before the decision in Palmer/Sixth Street Properties, L.P., et al. v. City of Los
Angeles (2009) 175 Cal.App.4th 1396 was issued..

However, the Project does not include affordable housing units and is not seeking a density

bonus. As explained at page 1I-7 in Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the 43 existing

multi-family residential units at the Proj ect Si te are governed by the Ci
existing affordable units at the Project Site. In compliance with the RSO, 100 percent of the

Projectb s new residenti al uni t s woul plopdses toRepld@etheni t s. T
43 existing RSO units with 210 new RSO units. As such, the Project proposes a net increase of

the number of RSO units in the Hollywood community, as well as on the Project Site. As set forth

on pages 11-36 and 11-37 of Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project is not

requesting a density bonus.

The Modified Alternative 2 analyzed in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of
this Final EIR would include 271 residential units; of those units, 17 units would be covenanted
for Very Low Income households. As set forth on page 3-27 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications
and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternatve 2woul d comply with the C
Bonus Ordinance, codified at LAMC Section 12.22.A.25. The Modified Alternative 2 base density,
calculated as its density divided by lot area, would be 212. Modified Alternative 2 would restrict
eight percent of its units to Very Low Income households by covenant, which calculates to 17
units (212 x 8% = 16.96, rounded to 17). Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, a project with
eight percent Very Low Income units is entitled, by right, to a 27.5% density bonus, which means
the Modified Alternative 2 would be entitled to a density bonus of 59 units (212 base units x 27.5%
= 58.575, rounded to 59). Therefore, the Modified Alternative 2 would be entitled to build 271
residential units (212 + 59 = 271).

(3) Conclusion

No inclusionary housing policies, programs or zoning ordinances apply to the Project or the
Modified Alternative 2. The affordable housing provisions in AB 1505, California Government
Code Sections 65850 and 65850.01, California Health & Safety Code, Section 33413(b)(2)(A(i)
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan do not require either the Project or the Modified
Alternative 2 to include 15 percent of its residential units as affordable units.
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3. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. AG 1

Lijin Sun, J.D., Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Email received June 2, 2020

Comment No. AG 1-1

Dear Mr. Como,

Attached are South Coast AQMD staffdéds comments on
the Proposed 6220 Yucca Street Project (SCH No.: 2015111073) (South Coast AQMD Control

Number: LAC200423-05). Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these

comments.

Response to Comment No. AG 1-1

The comment introduces the South Coast AQMD6s (SC
EIR. As the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the

Draft EIR or the Pr oj e cfurihes responseiisiwarnanted. nTheecommeritf ect s,
is included here to provide a complete record of

Comment No. AG 1-2

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are meant
as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final EIR.

South CoastAQMD Staf f 6 s Summary of Project Description

The Lead Agency proposes to demolish two existing buildings, and construct and operate two
buildings with 210 residential units, 136 hotel rooms, and 12,570 square feet of commercial uses,
totaling 316,948 square feet on 1.16 acres (Proposed Project). The Proposed Project is located
on the southwest corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue in the community of Hollywood
within the City of Los Angeles. Construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to take 22
months?. It is anticipated that the Proposed Project will become operational by 20232. Upon
reviews of Figure II-2: Aerial Photograph with Surrounding Land Uses?® in the Draft EIR and
Appendix C-2: Freeway Health Risk Assessment of the Draft EIR, South Coast AQMD staff found
that U.S. Route 101 is approximate 200 feet north of the Proposed Project®.

Footnote 1: Draft EIR. Chapter IV. Air Quality. Page 1V. B-45.

Footnote 2: Draft EIR. Chapter Il. Project Description. Page 11-30.
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Footnote 3: Ibid. Page I1-4.
Footnote 4: Draft EIR. Appendix C-2: Freeway Health Risk Assessment. Page 2.

Response to Comment No. AG 1-2

The comment summarizes certain information provided in the Draft EIR and the Freeway Health
Risk Assessment included in Appendix C-2 to the Draft EIR regarding the scope and location of
the Project, and the proximity of the I-101 Freeway with respect to the Project Site.

As the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft
EIR or the Projectodos environment al effects, no f i
included here to provide a complete record of the

Comment No. AG 1-3
South CoastAQMD Staf f 6 s Summary of the Air Quality Analys

The Lead Agency quantified the Proposed Projectos
compared those to South Coast AQMDOG6s recommended
significance thresholds. Based on the analysis, the Lead Agency found that the Proposed
Projectbdés regional construction air quality impac
at 112 pounds per day (Ibs/day)®. The Lead Agency is committing to implementing a construction

mitigation measure (MM)- AQ-1 to require the use of off-road diesel-powered construction

equipment that meets or exceeds the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Tier 4 Final off-road emissions standards for

equipment rated at 50 horsepower or greater®. With implementation of MM-AQ-1, the Proposed
Projectds regional construction NOx emissibns wer ¢
The Lead Agency found thatthe Proposed Projectodés regional air qua
and localized air quality impacts from both construction and operation would all be less than

significant®.

The Lead Agency performed a Health Risk Assessment to disclose potential health risks for future

residents living at the Proposed Project in the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency found that for a 30-

year exposure period, the maximum unmitigated cancer risk from the surrounding high-volume

freeway would be 8.1 in one million®, which would not exceed Sout h Coast AQMDG6s
significance threshold of 10 in one million for cancer risk'®. According to the City of Los Angeles

Municipal Code (LAMC) 99.04.504, filtration systems with Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value

(MERV) 13 are required for residential buildings within 1,000 feet for a freeway. Therefore, to

comply with LAMC 99.04.504, the Lead Agency will require the Proposed Project to install MERV

13 filters for residential uses'?.

Footnote 5: Draft EIR. Chapter IV. Air Quality. Page 1V.B-67.
Footnote 6: Ibid. Page IV.B-68.

Footnote 7: Ibid. Page IV.B-69.
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Footnote 8: Ibid.
Footnote 9: Draft EIR. Appendix C-2: Freeway Health Risk Assessment. Page 15.

Footnote 10: South Coast AQMD has developed the CEQA significance threshold of 10 in one
million for cancer risk. When South Coast AQMD acts as the Lead Agency, South Coast AQMD
staff conducts a HRA, compares the maximum cancer risk to the threshold of 10 in one million to
determine the level of significance for health risk impacts, and identifies mitigation measures if
the risk is found to be significant.

Footnote 11: Draft EIR. Appendix C-2: Freeway Health Risk Assessment. Page 8.

Response to Comment No. AG 1-3

Table IV.B-6, Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Regional Construction Emissions (Pounds Per
Day), on page IV.B-67 of Section IV. B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, reports that Project
construction would result in unmitigated daily emissions of NOX that would be potentially
significant. Table IV.B-7, Estimated Mitigated Maximum Regional Construction Emissions
(Pounds Per Day), on page IV.B-69 of Section IV. B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, reports that,
with implementation of mitigation measure MM- AQ-1 requiring the use of off-road diesel-powered
construction equipment that meets or exceeds CARB and USEPA Tier 4 Final off-road emissions
standards for equipment rated at 50 horsepower or greater, this potentially significant impact
would be reduced to less than significant. (See also Draft EIR, Section IV.B, Air Quality, page
IV.B-81.) As discussed at page IV.B-68 and described on pages IV.B-80 and 1V.B-81, mitigation
measure MM-AQ-1 includes the features described in the comment. As discussed in Section IV.B,
AirQualty, of Draft EIR, the Projectods regionalir
guality impacts from both construction and operation would all be less than significant.

As discussed on pages 3-32 through 3-34 of Chapter 3, Revision, Clarifications and Corrections,
of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 air quality impact conclusions would be similar to the
Project, with its impacts being less than the Project. MM-AQ-1, would also be implemented under
the Modified Alternative 2 and impacts would be less than significant.

The comment further discusses the Freeway HRA conducted for informational purposes, and its
conclusion reported in the Draft EIR that over a 30-year exposure period, the maximum
unmitigated cancer risk from the surrounding high-volume freeway for future Project residents
would be 8.1 in one million, whichwoul d not exceed the SCAQMDOGs
of 10 in one million for cancer risk- As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section IV.H, Land Use and
Planning, pages IV.H-48 through 1V.H-50, the Project would comply with the requirements of
LAMC Section 99.04.504 to install MERV 13 filtration systems in residential buildings located
within 1,000 feet of a freeway. As reported by in Table IV.H-7, Summary of Carcinogenic Risks
for On-Site Sensitive Receptors, on page IV.H-49 of Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, of the
Draft EIR, the installation of the MERV 13

carcinogenic risks per one million to 4.04. Because the Modified Alternative 2 would be located
on the same Project Site as the Project and would be located at the same distance from the101
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2. Responses to Comments

Freeway as the Project, the Modified Alternative 2 would also comply with LAMC Section
99.04.504.

As the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft
EIR or the Projectodos environment al Téd dorantehtss, no f i
included here to provide a complete record of the

Comment No. AG 1-4
South Coast AOMD Staffdéds Comment s

Siting Sensitive Receptors near Freeways and Other Sources of Air Pollution

Notwithstanding the court rulings, South Coast AQMD staff recognizes that Lead Agencies that

approve CEQA documents retain the authority to include any additional information they deem

relevant to assessing and mitigating the environmental impacts of a project. Because of South

Coast AQMDO6s concern about the potenti al public h
within close proximity to major sources of air pollution, such as high-volume freeways, South

Coast AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency review and consider the following

comments when making local planning and land use decisions.

Sensitive receptors are people that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental
contaminants. Sensitive receptors include schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, elderly care
facilities, hospitals, and residential dwelling units. As stated above, the Proposed Project will
include, among others, construction of 210 residential units within 200 feet of U.S. Route 1012,
In 2018, U.S. Route 101 had 226,000 annual average daily trips, 32% of which was comprised of
4- and 5-axle trucks at Los Angeles/Highland Avenue Interchange (Post Mile 7.84)%3. Sensitive
receptors living at the Proposed Project could be exposed to diesel particulate matter (DPM)
emissions from diesel fueled, heavy-duty trucks passing by on U.S. Route 101. The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) has identified DPM as a toxic air contaminant based on its carcinogenic
effects!®. Future residents at the Proposed Project could be exposed to DPM emissions from the
mobile sources traveling on U.S. Route 101 (e.g., diesel fueled, heavy-duty trucks).

Footnote 12: Draft EIR. Appendix C-2: Freeway Health Risk Assessment. Page 2.

Footnote 13: California Department of Transportation. 2018. Truck Traffic: Annual Average Daily
Truck Traffic. Accessed at: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/traffic-
operations/documents/f0017681-2016-aadt-truck-ally.pdf.

Footnote 14: California Air Resources Board. August 27, 1998. Resolution 98-35. Accessed at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/diesltac/diesltac.htm.

Response to Comment No. AG 1-4

Section IV.B, Air Quality, and Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR provides
information regarding potential public health impacts of sitingthe Pr oj ect 6 s resi denti al
close proximity to major sources of air pollution, such as high-volume freeways. This is consistent
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with the SCAQMD6és comment that recommends that

potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from
diesel fueled, heavy-duty trucks passing by on U.S. Route 101. As discussed on page IV.B-27
and on page IV.H-17 of the Draft EIR, the City has issued an Advisory Notice for Freeway
Adjacent Projects (Zoning Information File No. 2427), effective September 17, 2018, which calls
attention to existing adopted goals, objectives, policies and programs in the General Plan that address
land use compatibility with respect to sites near freeways for new residential development and
sensitive land uses. As stated on page IV.H-17 of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is located less than
1,000 feet south of the Hollywood Freeway (i.e., U.S. Route 101) and that, for informational purposes,
a health risk assessment has been prepared for the Project, which evaluates potential health risk
impacts from DPM) emissions from diesel fueled, heavy-duty trucks passing by the Project Site
on U.S. Route 101. Thus, the Draft EIR considers the information provided in this comment.

Comment No. AG 1-5
Health Risk Reduction Strategies

Many strategies are available to reduce exposure, including, but not limited to, building filtration
systems with MERV 13 or better, or in some cases, MERV 15 or better is recommended; building
design, orientation, location; vegetation barriers or landscaping screening, etc. Enhanced filtration
units are capable of reducing exposures. Installation of enhanced filtration units can be verified
during occupancy inspection prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit. Here, the Lead Agency
requires installation of MERV 13 filters at the Proposed Project!® in accordance with LAMC
99.04.504.

Enhanced filtration systems have limitations. In a study that South Coast AQMD conducted to
investigate filters'®, a cost burden is expected to be within the range of $120 to $240 per year to
replace each filter. The initial start-up cost could substantially increase if an HVAC system needs
to be installed. In addition, because the filters would not have any effectiveness unless the HVAC
system is running, there may be increased energy costs to the building tenants. It is typically
assumed that the filters operate 100 percent of the time while sensitive receptors are indoors, and
the environmental analysis does not generally account for the times when sensitive receptors
have windows or doors open or are in common space areas of a project. Moreover, these filters
have no ability to filter out any toxic gases from vehicle exhaust. Therefore, the presumed
effectiveness and feasibility of any filtration units should be carefully evaluated in more detail and
disclosed to prospective residences prior to assuming that they will sufficiently alleviate exposures
to DPM emissions.

Because of limitations, to ensure that enhanced filters are enforceable throughout the lifetime of
the Proposed Project and effective in reducing exposures to DPM emissions, South Coast AQMD
staff recommends that the Lead Agency provide additional details regarding the ongoing, regular
inspection, monitoring, and maintenance of filters in the Final EIR. To facilitate a good-faith effort
at full disclosure and provide useful information to residents who will live at the Proposed Project,
at a minimum, the Final EIR should include the following information:
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9 Disclose the potential health impacts to residents who live in a close proximity to U.S. Route
101 and the reduced effectiveness of the air filtration system when windows are open and/or
when residents are outdoors (e.g., in the common usable open space areas);

1 Identify the responsible implementing and enforcement agency such as the Lead Agency,
property manager(s), and/or building operator(s)/tenant(s) to verify that enhanced filtration
units are installed on-site at the Proposed Project before a permit of occupancy is issued to
ensure compliance with LAMC 99.05.504;

1 Identify the responsible implementing and enforcement agency, such as the Lead Agency,
property manager(s), and/or building operator(s)/tenant(s) to ensure that enhanced filtration
units are inspected and maintained regularly;

1 Disclose the potential increase in energy costs for running the HVAC system to the
prospective residents, property manager(s), and/or building operator(s)/tenant(s);

1 Provide information to the prospective residents, property manager(s), and/or building
operator(s)/tenant(s) on where the MERYV 13 filers can be purchased,;

1 Provide recommended schedules (e.g., every year or every six months) for replacing the
enhanced filtration units and disclose that information to the HOA representatives, prospective
residents, property manager(s), and/or building operator(s)/tenant(s);

1 Identify the responsible entity, such as the Lead Agency, residents themselves, or property
management, for ensuring enhanced filtration units are replaced on time, if appropriate and
feasible (if the building operators/tenants and/ or residents should be responsible for the
periodic and regular purchase and replacement of the enhanced filtration units, the Lead
Agency should include this information in the disclosure form);

91 Identify, provide, and disclose ongoing cost sharing strategies, if any, for replacing the
enhanced filtration units;

1 Set City-wide, or Proposed Project-specific criteria for assessing progress in inspecting and
replacing the enhanced filtration units, and maintain records to demonstrate ongoing, regular
inspection, monitoring, and maintenance of MERV 13 filters; and

1 Develop a City-wide, or Proposed Project-specific process for evaluating the effectiveness of
the enhanced filtration units, and maintain records to demonstrate results of the evaluation.

Footnote 15: Draft EIR. Appendix C-2: Freeway Health Risk Assessment. Page 8.

Footnote 16: This study evaluated filters rated MERV 13 or better. Accessed at:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default- source/cega/handbook/agmdpilotstudyfinalreport.pdf. Also
see 2012 Peer Review Journal article by South Coast AQMD:
http://d7.igair.com/sites/default/files/pdf/Polidori-et-al-2012.pdf.

Response to Comment No. AG 1-5

As discussed on page IV.B-76 and page IV.H-15 of the Draft EIR, since the Project Site is located
within 1,000 feet of a freeway, in compliance with Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
subsections 99.05.504.5.3 and 99.04.504.6, mechanical ventilation systems for regularly
occupied areas of Project buildings would be equipped with air filtration media for outside and
return air that meet or exceed the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning
Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2 MERYV 13 rating, which would minimize health risk impacts
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from freeway emissions. The Draft El Ré6s di scussi ¢
statement in the comment that enhanced filtration units are capable of reducing exposures.

The Draft EIR discusses limitations of MERV 13 filters including that such filters are rated for
filtering particulate matter. As discussed on pages IV.H-15 and 1V.H-49 of the Draft EIR, per
ASHRAE Standard 52.2 (2012), MERV 13 would result in a removal efficiency of 50 percent for
particles from 0.3 to 1.0 micrometers (um), 85 percent for 1.0 to 3.0 um, and 90 percent for 3.0 to
10.0 um. As noted in the comment, filters inherently have no ability to filter out gases from vehicle
exhaust, and the Draft EIR makes no claim to the contrary.

The Draft EIR also discusses limitations of MERV 13 filters with respect to the effect of windows
being opened or closed. Pages IV.H-48 through IV.H.50 of the Draft EIR provides specific
analyses for health risk impacts where it is assumed Project windows for sensitive receptors
would be closed and where it is assumed windows for sensitive receptors would be opened. Given
that future Project residents may individually choose to open or close windows in a manner that
cannot be known, the Draft EIR provides a reasonable range of health risk impacts based on
windows being closed or opened. As shown in Tables IV.H-7 and IV.H-8 on Pages IV.H-48
through 1V.H-50 of the Draft EIR, health risk impacts to future Project residents would not exceed
the thresholds of signifi davnaa@oiws tchesewibndacwn ao p
MERYV 13 filters are not actually required for a less than significant impact. Nonetheless, MERV
13 filters would be installed as required by the LAMC.

The analysis of potential health risk impacts to future Project resi dents wunder the
openedd scenario assumes no filtration of freewa
equivalent to an analysis of future Project residents exposed to freeway DPM emissions in

outdoor air. The analysis accounted for exposures in Project common usable open space areas

as well as the residential units themselves. Therefore, the Draft EIR properly discloses potential

health risk impacts to future Project residents in proximity to U.S. Route 101 and the reduced
effectivenessoft he air filtration system on future Projec
DPM emissions when windows are open and/or when located in Project common usable open

space areas.

With respect to cost burdens for filter replacement and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) systems, because specific filter and HVAC system models have not been identified,
specific costs are not available. The information provided in the comment regarding a cost range
for filter replacement of $120 to $240 per year is based on an SCAQMD pilot study dated October
2009 as cited in the comment. The cost information in the comment is incorporated herein and
provided to decision makers and the public for consideration. With respect to HVAC system costs,
the Project would require an HVAC system not unlike many other multi-family residential buildings
throughout California. Like all electric-powered HVAC systems, there are operating costs
associated with electricity demand from the local utility provider and from routine maintenance.
However, the fact that there is a monetary cost associated with filter replacements and HVAC
system operation and maintenance is not a unique characteristic of the Project and is not itself an
impact to the environment and need not be analyzed in the Draft EIR.
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The Project operator would conduct maintenance of the Project HVAC systems and filter
replacement as part of routine Project maintenance of all other building and mechanical systems
in accordance with manufacturer specifications.

Comment No. AG 1-6

Conclusion

Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section
15088(b), South Coast AQMD staff requests that the Lead Agency provide South Coast AQMD
staff with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final
EIR. In addition, issues raised in the comments should be addressed in detail giving reasons why
specific comments and suggestions are not accepted. There should be good faith, reasoned
analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c)). Conclusory statements do not facilitate the purpose and
goal of CEQA on public disclosure and are not meaningful, informative, or useful to decision-
makers and to the public who are interested in the Proposed Project.

South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to address any air quality
guestions that may arise from this comment letter. Please contact Margaret Isied, Assistant Air
Quiality Specialist, at misied@agmd.gov or (909) 396-2543, should you have any questions.

Response to Comment No. AG 1-6

The comment requests that the City comply with
comment s. As requestetdo $GAQMDGAE&sy 60 mmerptosn swis! |
SCAQMD as part of the Final EIR distribution prior to certification of Final EIR. The issues raised

in these comments have been addressed in detail,|
in good faith, and contain reasoned analysis, without resort to unsupported conclusory
statements. Refer to Response Nos. AG 1-2 through AG 1-5, inclusive, above. As the comment

does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR or the

Projectbs environmental effects, no further response

to provide a complete record of the SCAQMDO®Gs

administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.
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Comment Letter No. AG 2

Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
District 7, Office of Transportation Planning

Mail Station 16

100 South Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email received June 8, 2020

Comment No. AG 2-1

Dear Mr. Como:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above-referenced project. The 6220 West Yucca Project
proposes to redevelop an approximately 1.16-acre (net area) property (Project). The project would
include 210 multi-family residential units, 136 hotel rooms and approximately 12,570 square feet
of commercial/restaurant uses in two buildings.

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation

system t o enhancoaomCandl livhbdity. CEQAD Guidelines were adopted in
December 2018, which i mpl ement SB @aragssincludihgange t c
use of a Vehicle Miles Traveled metric for land use projects. The CEQA Guidelines amendments

are available at

https://resources.ca.gov/About-Us/Legal/CEQA-Supplemental-Documents

Response to Comment No. AG 2-2

The comment letter introduces Caltrans comments on the Draft EIR and provides a brief summary

of the Project. The comment al so describes Caltr
integrated and efficient transportation system and discusses revisions in the CEQA Guidelines to

i mpl ement SB 7436s changes to CEQA transportation
Traveled metric.

As the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft

EIR or the Projectds erther responsensewartraatéd. Ténd dorantent ss, no f
included here to provide a complete record of Cal
the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 2-3

Caltrans is aware of challenges that the region faces in identifying viable solutions to alleviating
congestion on State and local facilities. With limited room to expand vehicular capacity, future
development should incorporate multi-modal and complete streets transportation elements that
will actively promote alternatives to single occupancy vehicle use and better manage existing

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-23



2. Responses to Comments

parking assets. Prioritizing and allocating space to efficient modes of travel such as bicycling and
public transit can allow streets to transport more people in a fixed amount of right-of-way.

Caltrans supports the implementation of complete streets and pedestrian safety measures such
as road diets and other traffic calming measures. Please note the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) recognizes the road diet treatment as a proven safety countermeasure, and the cost of
a road diet can be significantly reduced if implemented in tandem with routine street resurfacing.

We encourage the Lead Agency to integrate transportation and land use in a way that reduces
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, by facilitating the provision
of more proximate goods and services to shorten trip lengths and achieve a high level of non-
motorized travel and transit use. We also encourage the Lead Agency to evaluate the potential of
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation System
(ITS) applications in order to better manage the transportation network, as well as transit service
and bicycle or pedestrian connectivity improvements.

Response to Comment No. AG 2-3

The comment states Caltransd s-m@dal andtompleterstreeth e i nc o

transportation elements in development projects that will actively promote alternatives to single
occupancy vehicle use, improve management of parking, and prioritize and allocate space to
bicycles and public transit.

The comment also states Caltransd support
pedestrian safety measures such as road diets and other traffic calming measures. The comment
encourages the City of Los Angeles (City) to integrate transportation and land use in a way that
reduces VMT and GHG emissions, by facilitating the provision of more proximate goods and
services to shorten trip lengths and achieve a high level of non-motorized travel and transit use.
The comment also encourages the City to evaluate the potential of TDM strategies and ITS
applications in order to better manage the transportation network, as well as transit service and
bicycle or pedestrian connectivity improvements.

It is noted that both the Project and the Modified Alternative 2 propose a mixed-use development
and increased density on an urban site located within a Transit Priority Area near an array of
transit opportuni t i e s, including Metrob6s Redl onmpagestval
35 through IV.L-37 and pages IV.L-42 through IV.L-44, and as reported in Table IV.L-2, Summary

of t he

|l ywood

of Vehicle Miles Traveled, in Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, based on t he City

VMT Calculator Version 1.2, the Project would generate an average work VMT of 7.2 per
employee, which would be less than the Central APC impact threshold of 7.6. The Project would
generate an average household VMT per capita of 7.4, which would exceed the Central APC
impact threshold of 6.0 and result in a potentially impact for household VMT, which would be
reduced to less than significant with implementation of the two mandatory strategies (unbundled
parking and promotions and marketing) included in mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1, requiring the
implementation of a TDM program. The combined effect of these two mandatory strategies of the
TDM program would reduce vehicle trips and VMT by encouraging the use of alternative
transportation modes.
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As explained on page 3-58 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final
EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would result in a similarly high per capita household VMT of 7.5
prior to the implementation of MM-TRAF-1, the TDM program, and therefore, like the Project,
would implement MM-TRAF-1. Like the Project, with the TDM program, the Modified Alternative
2 household VMT would be reduced to the threshold level of 6.0 and would result in a similar, less
than significant impact.

However,under the Cityods recently wupdated (June
would not exceed the household VMT per capita threshold (see Appendix C-3a, Supplemental
Modified Alternative 2 Transportation Analysis, of this Final EIR). Similarly, as discussed on page
3-60 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, Modified Alternative
2 generates a household per capita VMT of 5.1, which would be below the threshold of 6.0.
Although no mitigation would be required for the Modified Alternative 2 average household or
work VMT per capita as calculated using VMT Calculator Version 1.3, Modified Alternative 2
would still implement MM-TRAF-1, the TDM program, because of its environmental benefits.

This comment is noted for the record. However, because the comment does not raise any specific
i ssues regarding the content or adequacy of
effects, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 2-4

The Project Site is located on the south side of West Yucca Street between Argyle Avenue and
Vista Del Mar Avenue in the Hollywood Community of Los Angeles, approximately five miles
northwest of Downtown Los Angeles. The Project Site is served by a network of regional

transportation facilities. One of the Cityods

Project and this Project are located in an approximately 300-foot radius of the US-101. Also, trips
from both projects will likely utilize the same State facilities.

The Project Site is located in an area served by public transit services such as the Metro Red
Line, Metro Local 2, Metro Local 180/181, Metro Local 207, Metro Local 210, Metro Local 217,
Metro Limited 302, Metro Rapid 757, Metro Rapid 780, LADOT DASH Beachwood Canyon,
LADOT DASH Hollywood, and LADOT DASH Hollywood/Wilshire.

The existing bicycle network consists of several types of bicycle facilities. Bicycle lanes are a
component of street design, with dedicated striping that separates vehicular traffic from bicycle
traffic. These facilities offer a safer environment for both cyclists and motorists. In contrast, bicycle
routes and bicycle-friendly streets are located on collector and lower volume arterial streets where
motorists and cyclists share the roadway without dedicated striping for a bicycle lane. Streets with
dedicated bicycle lanes, sharrows, and other bicycle friendly elements include Franklin Avenue
east of Argyle Avenue, Yucca Street west of Vine Street, Yucca Street between Vine Street and
Argyle Avenue, Selma Avenue, Cahuenga Boulevard north of Yucca Street, Vine Street south of
Yucca Street, and Argyle Avenue between Franklin Avenue and Selma Avenue.
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2. Responses to Comments

The Project would provide on-site long-term and short-term bicycle parking consistent with the
Citybs Bicycle Parking Ordinance. Streetsc
enhance pedestrian activity and walkability in and around the Project Site. This pedestrian and
bicycle accessibility would serve to improve first/last mile access to nearby transit services,
including the Metro Red Line.

The Project would also provide electric vehicle charging in the proposed parking structure. PDF-
GHG-2 requires that at least 20 percent of the total code-required parking spaces provided for all
types of parking facilities shall be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment
(EVSE). In addition, PDF-GHG-3 requires that at least 5 percent of the total code-required parking
spaces shall be equipped with EV charging stations.

The project mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Program includes at a minimum, the following:

1 Unbundled Parking: Provision of unbundled parking for residents (i.e., parking space is leased
separately from dwelling units);

1 Promotions and Marketing: Employees and residents shall be provided with materials and
promotions encouraging use of alternative modes of transportation. This type of campaign
would raise awareness of the options available to people who may never consider any
alternatives to driving;

Incentives for using alternative travel modes (such as transit passes);
Guaranteed ride home program for employees;

Short-term car rentals; Parking incentives and administrative support for formation of
carpools/vanpools; and/or

1 Participation as a member in the future Hollywood Transportation Management Organization
(TMO), when operational. TMO is an organization that helps to promote some TDM services
to a community by providing information about available public transportation options and
matching people into ridesharing services.

The mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 would implement a TDM program that would result in vehicle
trip reductions.

Response to Comment No. AG 2-4

The comment reiterates information provided in the Draft EIR regarding the location of the Project
and the proximity of the related Hollywood Center Project, the availability of public transit, the
existing bicycle network, and the Projectds pro
The comment further states that the Project
improve first/last mile access to nearby transit services, including the Metro Red Line.

The comment also reiterates two of the TDM programs mandatory strategies included in
mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 in the Draft EIR, including unbundled parking and promotions
and marketing. However, the comment incorrectly lists other strategies as minimally required
strategies that the Draft EIR makes clear are potential strategies, including incentives for using
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2. Responses to Comments

alternative travel modes (such as transit passes); guaranteed ride home program for employees;
short-term car rentals; parking incentives and administrative support for formation of
carpools/vanpools; and/or participation as a member in the future Hollywood TMO.

The comment further states that implementation of mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1, the TDM
program, would result in vehicle trip reductions, which is consistent with the conclusion of the
transportation analysis in the Draft EIR.

This comment is noted for the record. However, because the comment does not raise any specific
i ssues regarding the content or adequacy of
effects, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 2-5

Caltrans commented on the Notice of Preparation for this project in December 2015. Since then,
the City of Los Angeles has adopted a VMT metric for transportation analysis in July 2019, in
accordance with Senate Bill 743 (2013). As such, Caltrans has reviewed this DEIR from a VMT
perspective rather than a level of service perspective.

The Project would generate 11,929 daily VMT (a reduction of 678 daily VMT after TDM), which
includes a home-based production daily VMT of 2,862 and a home-based work attraction daily
VMT of 796. The Project would generate an average household VMT per capita of 6.0 (1.4 less
than prior to mitigation). With mitigation the Project would not exceed the household VMT per
capita threshold of 6.0. Though the impact for work VMT for the Project would be less than
significant without mitigation, the TDM program would further reduce the average work VMT per
employee of 7.1 (compared to the 7.6 Impact Threshold). Thus, with the incorporation of mitigation
measure, the Project would meet the threshold criteria of being 15% less than the existing average
household VMT per capita for the Central APC area that this project is located in, and the
household VMT impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Response to Comment No. AG 2-5

t he

The comment refers to Caltransdé original respons e
VN

Project and the Citybs subsequent adopti on
with SB 743. Caltrans states that the Draft EIR was reviewed from a VMT perspective rather than
a level of service (LOS) perspective.

The comment reiterates the Draft EI'R cal cul
household VMT per capita and average work VMT per empl oyee, and the

conclusions, as discussed in Response to Comment No. AG 2-3, above. The comment also
reiterates that, with the incorporation of MM-TRAF-1, the Project would meet the threshold criteria
of being 15 percent less than the existing average household VMT per capita for the Central APC.

It should be noted, however, that under the
and Modified Alternative 2 woul d resul t in househol d hrpshald
standards and no mitigation (TDM) would be required. However, as discussed in Response to
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment NO. AG 2-3, the Modified Alternative 2 would stillimplement MM-TRAF-1, the proposed
TDM, due to its environmental benefits.

This comment is noted for the record. However, because the comment does not raise any specific
issues regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the potential environmental effects
of the Project, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the
administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers

Comment No. AG 2-6

Despite this projectds | ess than significant VMT i
potential traffic conflict) related concerns with this project. Please note that Caltrans is still in the

process of developing its new traffic impact study guide, which will include guidance on how to

conduct safety analyses on the State facilities. This guide is not expected to be released until later

this year.

Response to Comment No. AG 2-6

The comment asserts that, despite the Projectos
concerns regarding potential traffic conflict have not been addressed. The comment also states

that Caltrans is developing its new traffic impact study guide, which will include guidance on how

to conduct safety analyses on State facilities, but that this guide is not expected to be released

until later this year, but fails to identify what those safety concerns are and what environmental

impacts or potential i mpacts they do or may cause. Th
regarding potential traffic conflicts, but fails to provide any specific facts or substantial evidence

to support these general concerns. Caltrans released interim guidance (Interim Land

Devel opment and I ntergovernment al Review (LDI GR)
July 1, 2020, which states that the lead agency conducting the CEQA review has the discretion

to determine its own methodology for safety impact review.10 Moreover, in accordance with
LADOTO6s I nterim Guidance for Freeway Safety Anal
Project nor Modified Alternative 2 generates more than 25 peak hour trips at any freeway off-

ramp, and thus neither the Project nor Modified Alternative 2 requires a further safety analysis

with respect to Caltrans facilities. (See Appendix C-3b, Supplemental Project LADOT Freeway

Safety Analysis, of this Final EIR.) The comment will become part of the administrative record

and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 2-7

As a reminder, storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura counties.
Please be mindful that projects should be designed to discharge clean run-off water.
Transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials, which requires the use of
oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will require a transportation permit from Caltrans.
It is recommended that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods.

10 see  https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-
07-01-interim-ldigr-safety-guidance-ally.pdf, last accessed July 2020.
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Response to Comment No. AG 2-7

The Projectdos potenti al hydrol ogy i mpacts

Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein on pages IV.G-26 through
IV.G-27, the Project would comply with NPDES Waste Discharge Requirements, including
preparation and implementation of a SWPPP in compliance with the General Construction Permit,

dur i

ng

as wel | as comply with the Cityods grading regul at

and, as such, the Project would not result in significant storm water run-off during construction. In
addition, as discussed on pages IV.G-27 through 1V.G-31 of Section IV.G, Hydrology and Water
Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would be required to incorporate BMPs and LID features to
capture and treat the Project Siteds runoff
and, as a result, the Projectoés operational
significant. Itis further noted that the construction activities utilizing heavy construction equipment
and/or materials oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will require a transportation
permit from Caltrans. Regarding limiting large size truck trips to off-peak commute periods,
because of the types of loads requiring the use of oversized vehicles, these trips are typically
scheduled for very early morning delivery specifically to avoid peak commute periods.

As discussed on page 3-42 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final
EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would comply with these same requirements during its
construction and operation.

This comment is noted for the record. However, because the comment does not raise any specific
i ssues regarding the content or adequacy of
effects, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 2-8

Finally, in reviewing the draft environmental document, we are not satisfied that our concerns
have been fully addressed. As such, we would like to meet with the City to discuss the details of
our concerns and work toward a mutually agreeable resolution. In particular, we would like to
discuss, among other things, the distribution percentages to US-101 and its ramps, the
appropriate storage length with a reasonable factor of safety, the proper ramp configurations, the
signal timing references for signalized intersections, and the cumulative project trips. Any
improvements or modifications to the State Highway system that result from our discussion should
be included as conditions of approval of the Project by the City.

We look forward to continue working with the City of Los Angeles to ensure local and state
transportation facilities remain safe for the traveling public.

Please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin at (213) 897-8391 if you have any questions regarding
the above. We look forward to working with you.
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2. Responses to Comments

Response to Comment No. AG 2-8

The comment states that Caltrans is not satisfied that its concerns have been fully addressed in
the Draft EIR, but does not identify any defect in the Draft EIR including, without limitation, any
failure to identify any impact of the Project. Although it does not identify any concern that it asserts
the Draft EIR has failed to address, Caltrans states that it wishes to meet with the City, rather than
require additional information in the Draft EIR, to discuss additional details regarding the
distribution percentages to US-101 and its ramps, the appropriate storage length with a
reasonable factor of safety, the ramp configurations, the signal timing references for signalized
intersections, and the cumulative project trips.

In addition, as stated above, under the City Freeway Guidance, neither the Project nor Modified
Alternative 2 requires a further safety analysis with respect to Caltrans facilities. (See Appendix
C-3b, Supplemental Project LADOT Freeway Safety Analysis, of this Final EIR.)

However, Caltranso6é interest in meeting with
system is acknowledged and included in the record for consideration by the decision-makers.
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Comment Letter No. AG 3

Shine Ling, AICP, Manager

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Email received June 8, 2020

Comment No. AG 3-1

Greetings,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 6220 West Yucca at 1756, 1760 North Argyle
Avenue; 6210-6224 West Yucca Street; and 1765, 1771, 1777, and 1779 North Vista Del Mar
Avenue. Attached are Metrobds comment s. Pl ease Kkin

Please contact Shine Ling at 213.922.2671 or lings@metro.net if you have any questions.

Response to Comment No. AG 3-1

The comment introduces Metrobds attached comment s
specific issues regarding the content otenttddequac
environmental effects. Therefore, no further response is warranted. The comment will become

part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-2

Dear Mr. Como:

Thank you for coordinating with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) regarding the proposed 6220 West Yucca (Project) located at 1756, 1760 North Argyle
Avenue; 6210-6224 West Yucca Street; and 1765, 1771, 1777, and 1779 North Vista Del Mar
Avenue in the City of Los Angeles (City). Metro is committed to working with local municipalities,
developers, and other stakeholders across Los Angeles County on transit-supportive
developments to grow ridership, reduce driving, and promote walkable neighborhoods. Transit
Oriented Communities (TOCs) are places (such as corridors or neighborhoods) that, by their
design, allow people to drive less and access transit more. TOCs maximize equitable access to
a multi- modal transit network as a key organizing principle of land use planning and holistic
community development.

Per Metrods area of statutory responsibility pur s
Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA: Cal. Code of

Regulations, Title 14, Ch. 3), the purpose of this letter is to provide the City with information on

potential synergies associated with transit- oriented developments that should be considered in

the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. Implementation of the strategies noted

bel ow wi | | further the Projectds ability to achie
to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).
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In addition to the specific comments outlined below, Metro is providing the City and Riley Realty,
L.P. (Applicant) with the Metro Adjacent Development Handbook (attached), which provides an
overview of common concerns for development adjacent to Metro right-of-way (ROW) and transit
facilities, available at ww.metro.net/projects/devreview/.

Response to Comment No. AG 3-2

The comment discusses Me t r coransitment to working with local municipalities, developers,
and other stakeholders to grow ridership, reduce driving, and promote walkable neighborhoods.
The comment defines TOCs as places that allow people to drive less and access transit more.
TOCs maximize equitable access to a multi-modal transit network as a key organizing principle
of land use planning and holistic community development. The comment explains that pursuant
to the consultation requirements on Draft EIRs contained in the CEQA Guidelines, Metro is
providing the City with information on potential synergies associated with transit-oriented
developments that should be considered in EIR for the Project. The comment asserts that
imple ment ati on of the strategies discussed in
its goals under the requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 900 to reduce VMT.

Itis noted that Metro did not comment on the NOP issued prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR.

The comment also states that it is providing the Applicant with the Metro Adjacent Development
Handbook, which provides an overview of common concerns for development adjacent to Metro
ROW and transit facilities.

These comments are noted for the record. However, because the comments do not raise any

t he |

specific issues regarding the content or adequac

environmental effects, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the
administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-3

Project Description

The Project includes 210 multi-family residential units, 136 hotel rooms and approximately 12,570
square feet of commercial/restaurant uses. Parking would be provided on-site within the six-level
parking structure housed within the podium structure of Building 1 and the two-level parking
structure housed within Building 2. The Project is an Environmental Leadership Development
Project (ELDP) under Assembl vy Bi | | 900, certified by the

Response to Comment No. AG 3-3

The comment reiterates the description of the Project provided in the Draft EIR.

It is noted however, that in addition to the Project, the City is also considering Modified Alternative
2.As discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR,
the Modified Alternative 2, like the Project, would be a mixed-use development that would provide
greater density at a previously developed urban site within a Transit Priority Area in which an
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array of transit opportunities, including Metrob:
walking distance. The Modified Alternative 2woul d el i mi nate the Prajectods
provide 269 new multi-family residential units and approximately 7,780 square feet of
commercial/restaurant uses in Building 1 (the former Building 1). The former Building 2, which

previously provided 13 units, would not be constructed. The existing residences located at 1765

and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar would not be demolished, and the residence located at 1765 N. Vista

Del Mar, formerly converted to a triplex, would be returned to a single-family residence. The

existing paved surface parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista

Del Mar Avenue will be converted to a publicly accessible open space/park. Therefore, the

Modified Alternative 2 would provide a total of 271 residential units at the Project Site, including

the two single-family residences on N. Vista Del Mar and the 269 multi-family units in Building 1.

This would be the same in total units as Alternative 2, the Primarily Residential Alternative,

evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Because the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the

Draft EIR or the Projectodés potential environment a
complete record of Metrobés |l etter, but no further
part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-4

Transit Supportive Planning: Recommendations and Resources

Considering the Projectdos proximity to the Hollyw
the potential synergies associated with transit-oriented development:

1. Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit: Metro strongly recommends that the Applicant review the
Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit which identifies 10 elements of transit-supportive places
and, applied collectively, has been shown to reduce vehicle miles traveled by establishing
community-scaled density, diverse land use mix, combination of affordable housing, and
infrastructure projects for pedestrians, bicyclists, and people of all ages and abilities. This
resource is available at https://www.metro.net/projects/tod-toolkit.

Response to Comment No. AG 3-4

As discussed at the website referenced in the comment, the Metro Transit Supportive Planning
Toolkit (the Toolkit) details specific policies and programs that can be used to promote TOCs.
These include a description of The Toolkit contains a number of policy and regulatory tools,
research on the characteristics of transit-supportive places, analytical models to evaluate the
benefits of TOD, among other topics. The following information is in the Toolkit:

1 TOD Characteristics i A description of the 10 characteristics of transit-supportive places with
research describing the benefits of each.

1 Policy & Planning Tools i Over 25 specific policy, planning and regulatory tools that address
the topics of land use, urban design, transportation, market and economic, and community
engagement
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1 Environmental Analysis Tools i A description and link to analytical tools that allow
communities to understand the benefits of transit-supportive places

Economic Benefits i A description of the economic benefits of transit-supportive places.

Outreach & Communication Best Practices i Methods for engaging the community in the
decision-making process in a way that supports transit.

The comment and the Toolkit items in Comment No. AG 3-4 are not specific to and do not raise

issues regarding the content or adequacy of the Dra
effects. The comment is included to provide a cor
response to this comment is warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative

record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-5

2. Land Use: Metro supports development of commercial and residential properties near transit
stations and understands that increasing development near stations represents a mutually
beneficial opportunity to increase ridership and enhance transportation options for the users
of devel opment s. Metro encourages the City and
proximity to the Hollywood and Vine Station, including orienting pedestrian pathways towards
the station.

Response to Comment No. AG 3-5

The comment expresses support for the Projectds d
and the Applicant to orient pedestrian pathways toward the Hollywood and Vine Metro station.

The comment does not raise issues regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the
Projectbds potenti al environment al effects. The <co
of Metrobs | etter, bsdommeatisivarranted. e comenenpwillibecanet o t hii
part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Even so, it is worth noting that Land Use plannin
urban design, financing, and transit supportive planning. Planning includes the General Plan Land

Use Designations and Vision. As discussed in Section IV.H. Land Use and Planning, of the Draft

EIR, Table IV.H-1, Comparison of the Project to the Applicable Policies of the General Plan

Framework Element, and Table IV.H-5, Consistency of the Project with Applicable Policies of the

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Project would not conflict with land use designations or

policies that provide for the design of new development to maintain the prevailing scale and
character of the Cityod6s stable residential neighb
districts (General Plan Policy 3.2.4) or other applicable land use plan and policies. As discussed

on pages 3-43 and 3-44 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR,

the Modified Alternative 2 also would not conflict with land use designations or policies that

provide for the design of new development to maintain the prevailing scale and character of the

Cityos stable residential nei ghborhoods and enha
(General Plan Policy 3.2.4,) or other applicable land use plan and policies.

In addition, as discussed on pages IV.B-52 through IV.B-57 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the
Draft EIR, under the subheadings Air Quality Management Plan Consistency/Operations/Control
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Strategies and Policy Consistency, t he Projectés | ocati on, design a
and resulting air pollutant emissions as compared to projects located outside of TOCs and those
without mixed uses and render the Project consi st
with the land use characteristics identified by the California Air Pollution Control Officers

Association (CAPCOA) in their guidance document entitled Quantifying Greenhouse Gas

Mitigation Measures as reducing VMT, including increased density, location efficiency, increased

land efficiency and mixed uses, increased destination accessibility, increased transit accessibility,

and the provision of pedestrian network improvements. As discussed on page 3-32 of Chapter 3,

Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would also

be consistent with the 2016 AQMP and with the land use characteristics identified by CAPCOA in

its guidance document as reducing VMT.

Transportation planning tools include TDM programs, such as the program the Project and the
Modified Alternative 2 identify as mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 (see Section IV.L,
Transportation, of t he Draft EI R). Although under the Cit
neither the Project nor the Modified Alternative 2 would exceed VTM thresholds for the Central
APC and mitigation would not be required, MM-TRAF-1 identified in Section IV.L, Transportation,
of the Draft EIR would be implemented under either the Project or the Modified Alternative 2 to
further reduce estimated VTM. MM-TRAF-1 requires the Applicant to prepare and implement a
comprehensive TDM program to promote non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant
vehicle trips. The TDM program shall be subject to review and approval by the Department of City
Planning and LADOT. A covenant and agreement shall be implemented to ensure that the TDM
program shall be maintained. Although many of the exact measures to be implemented shall be
determined when the Program is prepared, prior to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for
the Project, the strategies in the TDM Program shall include at a minimum, the following:

1 Unbundled Parking: Provision of unbundled parking for residents (i.e., parking space is leased
separately from dwelling units); and

1 Promotions and Marketing: Employees and residents shall be provided with materials and
promotions encouraging use of alternative modes of transportation. This type of campaign
would raise awareness of the options available to people who may never consider any
alternatives to driving.

In addition, the TDM could include measures such as:

1 Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site
transportation coordinator;

1 Design the project to ensure a bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment;
1 Accommodate flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs;

1 A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases;
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1 Coordinate with DOT to determine if the project location is eligible for a future Integrated
Mobility Hub (which can include space for a bike share kiosk, and/or parking spaces on-site
for car-share vehicles);

91 Provide on-site transit routing and schedule information;

1 Provide a program to discount transit passes for residents/employees possibly through
negotiated bulk purchasing of passes with transit providers;

91 Provide rideshare matching services;
91 Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location;

1 Contributeaone-t i me fi xed fee contribution of $75,000 t
Plan Trust Fund to implement bicycle improvements in the vicinity of the Project; and/or

9 Participation as a member in the future Hollywood TMO, when operational. When the
Holl ywood TMO becomes operational, the Holl ywoo
the in-house TDM services where applicable.

In addition to these TDM measures, DOT also recommends that the applicant explore the
implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects the project employees

to off-site transit stops (such as the Metro Red Line stations) based on the transportation needs
oftheproject 6 s empl oyees. Such a service can be includ
program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the applicant.

With regard to the Hollywood TMO, the Hollywood community is a strong candidate for the

promotion of alternative modes of transportation, including convenient walking and bicycling,

carpooling and vanpooling, use of public transit, short-term automobile rentals, etc. A TMO is an

organization that helps to promote these services to a community by providing information about

available public transportation options and matching people into ridesharing services. The

developers of various approved projects in the Hollywood Area, along with LADOT and
stakeholders, have proposed to initiate the Hollywood TMO. Some of the TDM strategies could

be enhanced through participation in the Hollywood TMO, once and if it becomes operational. As

i ndicated above, once the Hollywood TMO becomes o
may replace some of the in-house TDM services where applicable.

MM-TRAF-1 i s consistent with the Cityds policies on
LADOTO6s trip r e-chada transportatienmpebgramuhattsupport improvements that

reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the use of single-occupant vehicle trips,
encouraging developers to construct transit and pedestrian-friendly projects with safe and

walkable sidewalks, and providing efficient and effective traffic management and monitoring.

Comment No. AG 3-6

3. Transit Connections and Access: Metro strongly encourages the Applicant to install Project
features that help facilitate safe and convenient connections for pedestrians, people riding
bicycles, and transit users to/from the Project site and nearby destinations. The City should
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consider requiring the installation of such features as part of the conditions of approval for the
Project, including:

a. Walkability: The provision of wide sidewalks, pedestrian lighting, a continuous canopy of
shade trees, enhanced crosswalks with ADA-compliant curb ramps, and other amenities
along all public street frontages of the development site to improve pedestrian safety and
comfort to access the nearby Hollywood and Vine Station.

b. Bicycle Use and Micromobility Devices: The provision of adequate short-term bicycle
parking, such as ground-level bicycle racks, and secure, access-controlled, enclosed long-
term bicycle parking for residents, employees, and guests. Bicycle parking facilities should
be designed with best practices in mind, including highly visible siting, effective
surveillance, ease to locate, and equipment installation with preferred spacing dimensions,
so bicycle parking can be safely and conveniently accessed. Similar provisions for micro-
mobility devices are also encouraged. The Applicant should also coordinate with the Metro
Bike Share program for a potential Bike Share station at this development.

c. First & Last Mile Access: The Project should address first-last mile connections to transit and
is encouraged to support these connections with wayfinding signage inclusive of all modes of
transportation. For reference, please review the First Last Mile Strategic Plan, authored by
Metro and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), available on-line at:
http://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability path design guidelines.pdf

Response to Comment No. AG 3-6

The comment encourages the Applicant to install Project features that help facilitate safe and
convenient connections for pedestrians, people riding bicycles, and transit users to/from the
Project site and nearby destinations and states that the City should consider requiring the
installation of such features as part of the conditions of approval for the Project, including:
Walkability, Bicycle Use and Micromobility Devices, and First & Last Mile Access.

Walkability consists of the provision of wide sidewalks, pedestrian lighting, a continuous canopy
of shade trees, enhanced crosswalks with ADA-compliant curb ramps, and other amenities along
all public street frontages of the development site to improve pedestrian safety and comfort to
access the nearby Hollywood and Vine Station. As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section IV.L-1,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR and in Table IV.L-1, Project Consistency with the Policies of
Mobility Plan 2015, streetscape, landscape, street-level retail, and lighting improvements
proposed by the Project would enhance pedestrian activity and walkability in and around the
Project Site. Street trees would be planted along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue and Vista Del Mar
Avenue, which would enhance the pedestrian environment. The Project 6 s pedestri an f e
would integrate into and with the adjacent pedestrian network to maintain connections with
multimodal facilities. The Modified Alternative 2 would provide for similar improvements to
enhance walkability.

As further discussed in Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, Table IV.L-1, the Project
would provide for 258 bicycle parking spaces (consistent with LAMC Section 12.21A.16).
Bicyclists would have the same access opportunities to the Project Site as pedestrians. Bicycle
access would be shared with the vehicular access, other than approximately 13 short-term bicycle
parking spaces along the sidewalk on Yucca Street. The Project would include facilities to support
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bicycling and would not adversely affect the planned bicycle network. The remaining bicycle
spaces would be provided on the P-1 parking level and would be readily accessible. Bicycle
parking would be secure and long-term bicycle parking for residents and employees would be
access-controlled and enclosed. The Modified Alternative 2 would provide for 164 bicycle parking
spaces on the 1% and 2" parking levels. These include 18 short-term and 128 long-germ
spaces.11

The comment asserts that the Project should address first-last mile connections to transit and

encourages the Project to support these connections with wayfinding signage inclusive of all

modes of transpor t R&rstLastiMile Strakgid Plao setSfar th&goals to expand

the reach of transit through infrastructure improvements, to maximize multi-modal benefits and

efficiencies, and to build on the RTP/SCS and Countywide Sustainable Planning Policy (multi-

modal, green, equitable, and smart). This is achieved primarily through infrastructure investments

to extend the reach of transit and to increase ridership. As discussed in Section IV.L,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR and on pages 3-57 through 3-60 of Chapter 3, Revisions,

Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Project and Modified Alternative 2 would

provide mixed uses and a densification of the Project Site with primarily residential development

within one block, or approximately 0.13 miles, of the nearest Metro Red Line station. The Project

Site area is also served by bus lines operated by the Los Angeles Departmentof Trans por t at i onoé s
(LADOTO6s) Downtown Ar ea Sh uMadified Altérimatv€ Hyould pfiovide Pr oj e
for sidewalk improvements along Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue, street trees, pedestrian lights,

street-level retail and other uses that would enhance the pathway between the Project and the

Metro Station as well as provide higher ridership related to the increased occupancy of the Project

Site. The provision of pedestrian and bicycle accessibility would serve to improve first/last mile

access to nearby transit, including the Metro Red Line. Therefore, the Project and the Modified

Alternative 2 would be consistent with the objectives of the First Last Mile Strategic Plan to

increase transit ridership.

The Project and Modified Alternative 2 would be substantially consistent with the transit
connection and access policies of Metrobés Tool kit

The comment does not raise issues regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the
Projectbds potenti al environment al idesafcdmpletdrecord The c o
of Metrobs | etter, but no further response to thi:¢
part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-7

4. Parking: Metro encourages the incorporation of transit-oriented, pedestrian-oriented parking
provision strategies such as the reduction or removal of minimum parking requirements and

11 The reduction in bicycle parking spaces as between the Project as originally proposed and Modified
Alternative 2 results from the application of City Ordinance No. 185480, adopted in March 2018, which,
among other things, reduced bicycle parking requirements for certain residential buildings based on a
report from the City Planning Department that indicated that the prior ordinance was resulting in
excessive and unused bicycle parking spaces within certain residential buildings.
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the exploration of shared parking opportunities. These strategies could be pursued to reduce
automobile-orientation in design and travel demand.

Response to Comment No. AG 3-7

Metro encourages the incorporation of transit-oriented, pedestrian-oriented parking provision
strategies such as the reduction or removal of minimum parking requirements and the exploration

of shared parking opportunities. Str at €TBAFd s
would serve the purpose of reducing vehicle

Toolkit.

The comment does not raise issues regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the
Projectbs potenti al environment al ef fects.

of Metrobs |l etter, but no further response t

part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-8

5. Wayfinding: Any temporary or permanent wayfinding signage with content referencing Metro
services or featuring the Metro brand and/or associated graphics (such as Metro Bus or Rail
pictograms) requires review and approval by Metro Sighage and Environmental Graphic
Design.

Response to Comment No. AG 3-8

The comment asserts that any temporary or permanent wayfinding signage with content
referencing Metro services or featuring the Metro brand and/or associated graphics (such as
Metro Bus or Rail pictograms) must be reviewed and approved by Metro Signage and
Environmental Graphic Design. The comment is noted, but does not raise issues regarding the
content or adegquacy of the Draft EIR or the
further response to this comment is warranted. The comment will become part of the
administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-9

6. Transit Pass Programs:Met r o woul d | i ke to inform the
pass programs, including the Annual Transit Access Pass (A-TAP), the Employer Pass
Program (E-Pass), and Small Employer Pass (SEP) Program. These programs offer
efficiencies and group rates that businesses can offer employees as an incentive to utilize
public transit. The A-TAP can also be used for residential projects. For more information on
these programs, pleasevisi t t he pr ogr httpssy/dwwmeto het/tideg/eadp/.

Response to Comment No. AG 3-9

The comment provides information regarding

set
owne

The co
O t hi ¢

Proj e

Appl i

Metr oo :

offered to employees. As discussed regarding Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-1, t he Pr oj ect ¢
Modified Alternative 26 s TDM program could include measures

alternative travel modes (such as transit passes). Please refer to page 1V.L-43 of Section IV.L,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR and page 3-58 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and
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Corrections, of this Final EIR. While this comment is noted for the record, the comment does not

raise any specific iIissue regarding the content o}
potential environmental effects. Therefore, no further response is warranted. The comment will

become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. AG 3-10

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me by phone at 213-922-2671, by
email at DevReview@metro.net, or by mail at the following address:

Metro Development Review One Gateway Plaza
MS 99-22-1
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Response to Comment No. AG 3-10

The comment provides contact information. While this comment is noted for the record, the

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or

the Projectds potenti al environment al effects. Th
comment will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-

makers.

Attachment

The letter attaches the Metro Ad ] acent Devel opment Handbook referr
letter. The full text of the Handbook is provided in Appendix A, Original Comment Letters, of this
Final EIR.
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Comment Letter No. ORG 1

Los Angeles Tenants Union
P.O. Box 27354

Los Angeles, CA 90027
Received May 15, 2020

Comment No. ORG 1-1

Please accept this letter in support of tenants of the Yucca Argyle Apartments at 6210-6224 Yucca
St, Los Angeles, CA 90028, who are also part of the Hollywood Local of the LA Tenants Union.

We insist that the Department of City Planning immediately withdraw the Draft EIR project review
unt i | 30 days after t h«lifte@i tyds Stay at Home order

The Yucca Argyle Apartment tenants and the Hollywood Local of the Los Angeles Tenant Union
received the Draft EIR notification for 6220 West Yucca Street Project (ENV-2014-4706-EIR) on
April 23, 2020. According to the notification, tenants and community members have from April 23,
2020 to June 8, 2020 to submit public comment on the Draft EIR.

It is entirely unacceptable that the Department of City Planning post the public notice for the Draft
EIR when we are still under a Stay at Home order due to the COVID-19 health emergency. The
notification to the tenants announcing public comment invites community members to make an
appointment with the Planning Dept. to review the DEIR. The same letter also suggests going to
the library to review the DEIR. However, according to the Planning Dept. website
(https://planning.lacity.org/contact/public-counters), no appointments are being taken at this time.
All Los Angeles libraries are also closed at this time. The lack of public access to the DEIR violates
the process of public comment as required under CEQA.

It is outrageous that the Department of City Planning expects the community to contribute public
comment during the present crisis. Our tenant members demand that with limited public
resources, this notice and the review period be withdrawn until 30 days after the governor and
mayor lift the Stay at Home order.

Response to Comment No. ORG 1-1

The comments request that t he Ci-daypubli¢revievdperodv or e xt
The City determined that the Draft EIR comment period for the Project is appropriate and that it

would neither withdraw nor extend the comment period, and that the comment period would

remain at 45 days as stated on the DraftN®),ROs Noi
dated April 23, 2020. For additional information 1
or extend the comment period on the Draft EIR, see Topical Response No. 1, Public Participation

and Review, di scusses CEQAO6s pielmdnts and theastepsi undertaken byon r e gt
the Ctytoensure the publicdés ability to timely review
comment period. Al s o, the comment states that according
website, no appointments are being taken at this time. The website referenced in the comment

refers to counter services at the Cityods Planning
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Completion and Availability for the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR, the documents referenced in the Draft

EIR, and the whole of the case file, may be available for public review, by appointment only, at

the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350, Los

Angeles, CA 90012, during office hours Monday - Friday, 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. The notices
providedthec ont act i nf or mati on f o toschedde aRPappojntment. dre St af f
Citydés Planning Department was available and taki:!
the entire public review period. The Staff Planner received only one request to view the file and

no requests to send electronic copies or otherwise to make the Draft EIR further accessible.

While this comment is noted for the record, the comment does not raise any specific issue
regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIF
Therefore, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative

record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-42



2. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. ORG 2

Richard Adkins, President

Hollywood Heritage, Inc.

P.O. Box 2586

Hollywood, CA 90078

First email received May 15, 2020 (ORG 2A)
Second email received June 8, 2020 (ORG 2B)

Comment No. ORG 2A-1

Dear Mr. Como:

Hollywood Heritage is writing in support of the request from the Hollywood United Neighborhood
Council and other concerned parties to extend the deadline for public comment on the Draft EIR
for the 6220 W Yucca Project and the Hollywood Center Project to August 1st, 2020.

These projects, individually and cumulatively, will significantly alter the historic infrastructure of
Hollywood and in particular the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District. In light of the coronavirus
pandemic and the ensuing measures to protect the wellbeing of Angelenos, it is crucial for
residents to have sufficient time to evaluate the potential impacts of new development on their
community.

As Co-Director of the Frank G. Wells Environmental Law Clinic at UCLA Sean Hecht described

in his letter to Mayor Garcetti, City Attorney Feuer, and Planning Director Bertoni on March 23rd,

2020, t he ASafer At Homeodo orders have dramati call
process. This includes restricted access to paper documents, logistical barriers to communication

between and coordination of community groups and the innumerable ways coronavirus has forced

residents to reprioritize their actions to meet basic needs. These challenges disproportionately

impact our most vulnerable communities. Given these circumstances, additional time is needed

to respond to projects of this magnitude.

We therefore strongly urge you to extend the public comment deadline to August 1st. Thank you
for your work to support a democratic planning process.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2A-1

The comments request that t he Ci-daypubli¢revievdperodv or e xt
The City determined that the Draft EIR comment period for the Project is appropriate, that it would
neither withdraw nor extend the comment period, and that the comment period would remain at
45 days as stated on the Draft EI R6s Notice of C

Apr il 23, 2020. For additional i nf ottoaithdrawmor r egar d
extend the comment period on the Draft EIR, see Topical Response No. 1, Public Participation
and Review, whi ch discusses CEQA®6s public participatio

by the City to ensur e rdaviaweandgcanrient endhe DrafttEIRIduribgthet o t i m«
comment period.
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While this comment is noted for the record, the comment does not raise any specific issue
regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIF
Therefore, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative

record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. ORG 2B-1

Dear Mr. Como,

Pl ease find Hollywood Heritageods <«&ucoarRmjpct(ENVi n resp
2014-4706-EIR Response). If you have any questions do not hesitate to ask.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-1

The comment provides an introduction to Hollywood
comments are provided below in Responses to Comments Nos. ORG 2B-2 through ORG 2B-50.

While this comment is noted for the record, the comment does not raise any specific issue
regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIF
Therefore, no further response is warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative

record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. ORG 2B-2

Dear Mr. Como,

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues Committee and its
members, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 6220 West Yucca Project.
Hollywood Heritage has a keen interest in the future of Hollywood and firmly believes that its
historic resources are foundationald to tourism, to its unique character, to its sustainability.

For four decades, our organization has participated in the recognition and protection of
Hol | y wo o drénswneddandmarks. During that time, the professional process of identifying
historic resources through surveys and national landmark registrations has been completed.
Zoning, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan were vetted
and completed to treat and protect these historic buildings, and to plan for proper growth in their
environs.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-2

This comment provides an introduction to the com
However, as the comment does not raise any specific issue with respect to the content or
adequacy of the Draft EdnRonmentalteffieets, ®fudheraesgoidssis pot ent
warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by

the decision-makers.
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Comment No. ORG 2B-3

Demolition [sic] a significant adverse effect and is avoidable. This Project damages a recognized
nationally significant historic district with a significant adverse effectd demolition of listed
structures. It also introduces new construction as infill into a District, and the effect using any
metric-- Preservation Brief #14 or another objective standard such as LA HPOZ guidelinesd in
unacceptable.

The Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District is protected both by laws governing historic properties

and by the Cityob6s obligations wunder Sec.ore506 of
Transition District for Vista del Mar/Carlos, and the Hollywood Boulevard District for Building 1).

Intentions for this area are crystal clear. The Community Plan and zoning identified this area

having special height and density restrictions to reduce possibility of projects such as this one.

ZIMAS alerts owners to Historic Preservation Review.

Insensitive alterations to the two buildings (1765 and 1771 Vista del Mar) within this historic
District of national significance happened since the buildings were listed, under the guardianship
of CRA, the government agency assigned to avoid such damage. CRA was enjoined from de-
listing buildings such as these T buildings must remain listed and protected. These can readily be
rehabilitated.

The DEIR shows a genuine attempt to Adesign aroundo the | a
setbacks, etc., and the attempt is recognized by Hollywood Heritage. Compatibility of new designs

with historic districts is a detailed process. The sketch of the proposed building on Project

Description Page II- 9 and in the AestheticsFig4-A11 shows that it isndét com
effort.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3

The comment cl ai ms comclasion thah the Piojee fvduld EaleRadless than

significant impact on the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District is incorrect, and that the Project

would instead have a significant impact by demolishing listed structures and introducing new

construction into the District in their place that is incompatible with the district. The comment also

claims that the insensitive alterations to the residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar
occurred after the buildings were 1|listed, under
rehabilitated.

Under CEQA, a significant impact to a historic resource only occurs where a project would cause

fa substantial adverse changeo in the significanc
a fAsubstanti al adverse change in the significanc
demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such

that the significance of t h€EQAGudelineas g B064.5b)(Mat er i al
A substanti al adver se c¢change whena projects(A) Demolshedsi mat er i
or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource

that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in

the California Register of Historical Resources; or (B) Demolishes or materially alters in an
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adverse manner those physical characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of
historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its
identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of
the Public Resources Code (unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project
establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally
significant); or (C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its
eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead
agency for purposes of CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(b)(2).) Accordingly, a significant
impact under CEQA on a historic resource only occurs where a project would physically destroy
features that contribute to the historic nature of the resource in a manner that threatens the
eligibility of the resource for listing. If substantial evidence supports the conclusion that an impact

on a historical resource dersenohanged!l ive ahdé@ssibgr

resource, there is no significant impact. (Citizens for Responsible Development v. City of West
Hollywood (1995) 39 Cal.App.4th 490, 501-502.)

The Draft EIR6s conclusion t hat itahtéanpdtroomthed/ista
del Mar/Carlos Historic District is supported by substantial evidence. As explained on pages IV.C-
20 through 1V.C-24 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the two residences
located on the Project Site at 1765 and 1771 North Vista del Mar were previously, but are no
longer eligible at the federal, State or local levels to be contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos
Historic District. As the Draft EIR reports on page 1V.C-22 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources,
both residences were listed as historic in a 1984 local survey, but the residence located at 1771
North Vista del Mar was downgraded in the 2010 Hollywood Survey to 6Z CHR Status Code,
meaning it was found ineligible for National Register, California Register or local designation
through survey evaluation, because substantial alterations had been made to the residence that
resulted in a loss of its ability to sufficiently convey the historic significance of the district.
Therefore, the residence is no longer considered to be a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos
Historic District. As stated at page 1V.C-23 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
the Historical Resources Assessment Report and the Historical Resources Peer Review Report
prepared for the Draft EIR (and contained in Appendix D to the Draft EIR) confirmed the
conclusions of the 2010 Hollywood Survey with respect to the residence at 1771 North Vista del
Mar.

As discussed at pages IV.C-23 and 1V.C-24 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
the residence located at 1765 North Vista del Mar has been incorrectly identified as an eligible
contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District in surveys beginning with the 1984 local
survey, because of the alterations to the interior and exterior of the residence that have resulted
in materi al adverse changes that have mater
significance. Notably, the addition of a second story in 1935 altered the original 1918 residence
beyond recognition. Based on the property research and documentation of the property in the
Historical Resources Assessment Report prepared for the Draft EIR (and contained in Appendix
D to the Draft EIR), the Report Gesidenca at &76%Norhe
Vista del Mar was previously mistakenly identified as a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos
Historic District and that the property should be reassigned to a 6Z CHR Status Code.

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-46

woul d
al ly
analy



2. Responses to Comments

Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes based on substantial evidence that neither residence is an
eligible contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District (Section IV.C, Cultural Resources,
page IV.C-24), and that their demolition by the Project would not result in a significant impact to
that District (Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, page IV.C-35).

The Draft EIR also concludes, based on substantial evidence, that the design of the Project,
including, without limitation, its Building 2, would be compatible with and would not create
significant impacts on the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District. On pages IV.C-36 and IV.C-37 of

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR explains that, whi
differentiated by its height and contemporary design and building materials from the nearby
Craftsman and Spanish Revival style contributors

as a transitional buffer between the two, with its three-story height and its design which

incorporates features and elements of the contemporary Craftsman style such as the use of

stucco and brick, hipped roofs with overhanging eaves, residential-scaled fenestration, and a

muted color scheme. Further, as the Draft EIR explains on page IV.C-37 of Section IV.C, Cultural

Resources, although the Project would not directly impact or rehabilitate any historic buildings, its

Building 2 would follow the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9 because

the new construction would not destroy any of the historic materials that characterize the Vista

del Mar/Carlos Historic District, the new construction would be differentiated from the old

construction and would be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to

protect the historic integrity of the District and its environment. The Project would also align with

Standard 10 because, if the Project were removed in the future, the essential form and integrity

of the existing Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District woul d not be i mpaired. Thi
alignment with Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation further
substantiates the Draft EI ROs c onVistaudeliMarfCarloshat t he
Historic District would be less than significant. (CEQA Guidelines, 8§ 15064.5(b)(3) [Projects that

follow the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards are deemed to mitigate impacts to historic

resources to a less than significant level])

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR further concludes that the Project would not
result in substantial material changes to the integrity and the significance of the seven historical
resources in the vicinity of the Project Site identified in the Historical Resources Assessment
Report included in Appendix D to the Draft EIR. On pages IV.C-35 through 1V.C-38 of Section
IV.C, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR discusses the substantial evidence supporting its
conclusions that the Project would not alter the settings of these historical resources in a manner
that would materially impair their historical significance. In summary, as explained on page IV.C-
36 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, although the scale and massing of the
Project would alter the visual context of these nearby historical resources, including the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District, the site of the former Little Country Church of Hollywood, Capitol
Records Building, Pantages Theatre, Hollywood Equitable Building, Hollywood Commercial and
Entertainment District and the Hollywood Walk of Fame, the historic settings for these resources
have already been altered by changes and redevelopment in the area after the period of
significance of these resources including, without limitation, the construction of the Yucca Argyle
Apartments in 1953 and the Hollywood Freeway comp
to the northeast of the Project Site. The Draft EIR then addresses each of the seven historical
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resources individually, on pages I1V.C-36 through IV.C-38 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources,
with more specific substantial evidence to support these general conclusions.

It is noted however, that in addition to the Project, the City is considering Modified Alternative 2,
as discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR.
Modified Alternative 2, like the Project, would be a mixed-use development that would provide
greater density at a previously developed urban site within a Transit Priority Area in which an
array of transit opportunities, including

Metr oo :

walking distance. However, Modified Alternatve2woul d el i mi nate the Project

and provide 269 new multi-family residential units and approximately 7,780 square feet of
commercial/restaurant uses in Building 1 (modified former Building 1). Further, as pertinent to this
comment, the Modified Alternative 2wo ul d el i mi n a Budding Z) would notadgnelcsit
the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would return the residence
located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a duplex with an
apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the exterior of the
structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also convert the existing paved surface parking lot
within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a publicly
accessible landscaped open space/park. Although the residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del
Mar and the park (former parking lot) are not contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic
District, Mo di f i ed Al retentiom aftthe YWwe regid@rseces without any alteration to their
exterior appearance and creation of a park at the site of the former surface parking lot within the
historic district would align with Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the Memorandum: Supplement to Historical
Resources Assessment and Environmental Impacts Analysis, 6220 West Yucca Project, Los
Angeles, California, July 1, 2020, prepared to analyze the potential impacts of Modified Alternative
2 (Historical Resources Memorandum) attached as Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR. That is, like
the Project, Modified Alternative 2 would not rehabilitate any historic buildings, it would align with
Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9 because its new construction would
be differentiated from the old construction of the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District and would
be compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the District and its environment. Also like the Project, Modified Alternative 2 would also
align with Standards 10 because, if Modified Alternative 2 (its tower) were removed in the future,
the essential form and integrity of the existing Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District would not be
impaired. Therefore, as analyzed in the Historical Resources Memorandum, Modified Alternative
2 would have even less of an effect on the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic Districtt han t he
less than significant effect.

(@)

Project

The comment asserts that the Vista del Mar / Carl os
hi storic propertieso and Redevelopment Pkl Gand dhfat the he Ho l

Hollywood Community Plan and the zoning identify this area as having special height and density
restrictions to reduce the possibility of projects such as this one. Contrary to the statement in the
comment, Section 506 of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan does not place any particular height
and density restrictions on project sites, and does not otherwise impose conditions or
requirements to address environmental impacts within the Regional Center, the Hollywood
Boulevard District, and Hollywood Core Transitional District of the greater plan area, but rather
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merely requires that certain plan consistency findings to be made by the Redevelopment Agency
(or its successor) in approving new development projects. (Redevelopment Plan, Sections 506.2,
506.2.1, 506.2.2.) The Draft EIR, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, analyzes
whether the Project would cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with land use
plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effecti which include relevant policies, goals and requirements of the Redevelopment Plan. (Draft
EIR, Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, pp. IV.H-20 i IV.H-54.) Moreover, Section 502 of the
Redevelo p ment Pl an states that, A[i]n the event
and/or any applicable City zoning ordinance is amended and/or supplemented with regard to any
land use in the Project Area, the land use provisions of this Plan, including, without limitation, all
Exhibits attached hereto, shall be automatically modified accordingly without the need for any
for mal pl an ame Aaondngly, thepProfea @&nd Modified Alternative 26 proposed
zone change, would modify the middle parcel referenced in the comment to make its zoning
consistent with the Regional Center Commercial General Plan land use designation, and would
effectively update the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan to make it consistent with the Modified
Alternative 2 without the need for any additional process with respect to the Redevelopment Plan.
(Draft EIR, Chapter II, Project Description, p. 11-36.) See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-29.

Finally, the comment notes that the @reseryaiion
review of the Project has occurred. This is a general comment not warranting a response under
CEQA, as it does not address the content or

environmental effects; the comment merely indicates that at least portions of the Project Site have
been subject to prior historic review, which is the case here for the Project Site in light of the prior
historic surveys and the prior determination that parts of the Project Site have been determined
to be within the boundaries of the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District.

Comment No. ORG 2B-4

A better outcome: Maybe such a compatible District infill project can be designed, especially if
the maximum 9 units is adhered to. A far better solution is rehabilitating the 2 District contributors
as dwelling units, perhaps 4, preserving and improving the block face, and moving any remainder
into the neighboring oversize building. A further option is to follow the law- execute a Transfer of
Development Rights off this property, preserve it in perpetuity, and help justify the request (in part)
for tripling density on the adjoining parcel. This project has significant design flaws, but there is a
possible environmentally superior outcome.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-4

The Modified Alternative 2 would preserve the two referenced residential buildings located at 1765

t he G

Z1 MAS

adequ

and 1771 Vista del Mar Avenue,t hough <contrary to the commenterd

contributors to the District. Further, the Modified Alternative 2 would not construct any buildings
in the District. Thus, the comment has been adequately addressed with design changes to the
Project reflected in the Modified Alternative 2.

The request to rehabilitate off-site resources relates to properties outside of the boundaries of the
Project Site that are not owned or otherwise controlled by the Project applicant, and therefore
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such proposed measures are not feasible. (Draft EIR, p. IV.C-21, Figure IV.C-1 of Section IV.C,
Cultural Resources.) Moreover, rehabilitating off-site buildings is not required to mitigate any
impacts to offsite historic resources, as the Project and Modified Alternative 2 impacts on offsite
historic resources are less than significant, and therefore such measures are not required by
CEQA. (Draft EIR, p. IV.C-35-38.)

Notably, though Modified Alternative 2 would retain the two extant residential structures located
at 1765 and 1771 Vista del Mar Avenue, as the analysis in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, and
Appendices D-1 and D-2 of the Draft EIR demonstrate, these structures are not contributors to
the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District because construction work on the properties occurring
outside of the identified period of historic significance for the district has resulted in a loss of
integrity, causing the structures no longer convey sufficient historic significance to validly be
considered part of the district. (Draft EIR, p. IV.C-35.) Therefore, preserving the buildings does
not avoid a significant environmental impact and is not required by CEQA i the proposed change
reflected in the Modified Alternative 2 merely addresses community concerns and reduces an
already less than significant impact on the district.

The commenterdéds request t hat dpmentRQhts(WAR)apgravalr e a Tr
for the Project is not feasible because, under th
TFAR approvals are not available in Hollywood and at the Project Site (See LAMC, § 14.5.1 et

seg.). There is no adopted and codified TFAR ordinance or procedure for Hollywood or the Project

Site. Even if a TFAR approval could theoretically apply, which it cannot, a TFAR approval: (1) is

a discretionary approval a project applicant is not mandated to request from the City and is not

legally required of the Project or Modified Alternative 2, and therefore cannot be imposed by the

City; (2) would not address or otherwise mitigate any environmental impacts of the Project, but

rather would simply be another entitlement, and as such would only provide a means of obtaining

development rights 7 in other words, replacing or supplementing the existing entitlement requests

with a TFAR request would not alter the Project o
only be an alternative entitlement pathway to approving the same Project; (3) would at most

provide a mechanism for funding for public benefits that would not mitigate any environmental

impacts of the Project and therefore could not under any circumstances be required by CEQA,;

and (4) could not, in any event, be required as mitigation for alleged historic impacts because

both the Project and the Modified Alternative 2 would have a less than significant impact on

historic and cultural resources as set forth in Chapter IV-C-1 and Appendices D-1 and D-2 of the

Draft EIR, and therefore no mitigation is required.

Comment No. ORG 2B-5

Notable significant effects: We are reviewing yet another DEIR here for a Project with damaging
effects, skillfully hidden.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-5

The comment asserts that t he Draft EIR is concea
environment. However, the comment does not identify any facts or adverse effect of the Project
that the commenter believes the Draft EIR might be concealing, or suppo r t the comment e
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assertion with substantial evidence. HAArgument, s
[or] evidence which is clearly erroneous or inacc
(See State CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient

specificity to enable the City to prepare a good faith, reasoned response. This comment is noted

for the record. However, due to the commentos f ai
potential environmental effects or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR with sufficient

specificity to enable the City to respond, no further response is possible or warranted. The

comment will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-

makers.

Comment No. ORG 2B-6

1 $28 miliongiftt The devel oper is asking for entitl ements
a 2:1 FAR. If this developer is granted triple the density allowed, conservatively this is a $28
mi | | i on hisdevdloped savesmat least that much cash not going out and purchasing
additional land. Show the calculations!

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-6

Here the commenter asserts that, in requesting entitlements for the construction of the Project,

the applicanti s requesting figiftso from the City that ma
financials. While this comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues

with respect to the content and seangronmenwleffeass t he D
no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 2B-7

1 Non-compliant design: The Building 1 podium design and height is a fork in the eye of the
existing community. Zoning was put in place specifically so the middle parcel building height
and bulk would step down, cast less shadow, etc., Restrictions on above-grade parking,
against podium-t ype buil dings, for a 7586 height 1imit (
the Redevelopment Plan (in the Hollywood Core Transition District and Hollywood Boulevard
Urban Design District Plans). Today all building permits on this site must be reviewed for
specific compliance according to the transfer of CRA responsibilities to the City of Los
Angeles. This clearly is not compliant.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-7

The commenter asserts t hat t he Project6s t ower
requirements of Section 506 of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and would result in shade

and other unspecified aes tehtialtagstbetidimppctssare addresel e Pr o |
in Section IV.A-1 of the Draft EIR. That analysis notes that, under state law SB 743, the aesthetic

impacts of mixed-use and employment center projects within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) such

as the Project are not significant impacts under CEQA as a matter of law. (Draft EIR, p. IV.A-1.)
Accordingly, the Projectbés aesthetic impacts, incl
than significant as a matter of law. This same rule of law applies to the Modified Alternative 2.

Moreover, Section 506 of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan does not place any particular

restrictions on project sites to address environmental impacts within the Regional Center, the
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Hollywood Boulevard District, and Hollywood Core Transitional District of the greater plan area,
but rather merely requires that certain plan consistency findings to be made by the
Redevelopment Agency (or its successor) in approving new development projects.
(Redevelopment Plan, Sections 506.2, 506.2.1, 506.2.2.) The Draft EIR, consistent with
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, analyzes whether the Project would cause a significant
environmental impact due to a conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect i which include relevant policies, goals
and requirements of the Redevelopment Plan. (Draft EIR, pp. IV.H-20 i IV.H-54.) Moreover,

Section 502 of the Redevel opment Pl an states th:

applicable Community Plan, and/or any applicable City zoning ordinance is amended and/or
supplemented with regard to any land use in the Project Area, the land use provisions of this Plan,
including, without limitation, all Exhibits attached hereto, shall be automatically modified
accordingly without the need for any for mal
and Modified Alternative 2 proposed zone change, which would modify the middle parcel
referenced in the comment to make its zoning consistent with the Regional Center Commercial
General Plan land use designation, and would effectively update the Hollywood Redevelopment
Plan to make it consistent with the Modified Alternative 2 without the need for any additional
process with respect to the Redevelopment Plan. (Draft EIR, p. 11-36.)

With respect to the referenced plans under the Redevelopment Plan, See Response to Comment
No. ORG 2B-29.

Comment No. ORG 2B-8

9 Fault our liability?: Hollywood Heritage generally does not comment on earthquake faulting,
but the location of the project in the Alquist Priolo Fault Zone and the burden facing us, the
City, from taking on this liability when this project is approved is hard to ignore.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-8

The comment appears to express a general concern regarding the location of the Project Site
within the Alquist-Pr i ol o Eart hquake Fault Zone. Since

pl an

t

hi s ¢

effectdo heading amd a4 hatattdhme®Wr addss&dtRi i s conceal

fifdamaging effects, 06 the comment appears to

significant effect related to ground surface

to ground surface rupture are discussed in detail in the Draft EIR in Section IV.E, Geology and
Soils, and in Appendix F supporting that section. The substantial evidence in the Draft EIR
supports its conclusions that there is no active faulting beneath the Project Site and no fault
projecting toward the Project Site and that
Site would be consistent with the requirements of the Alquist-Priolo setback requirement.

As explained at pages IV.E-2 and IV.E-3 in Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR,
according to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, buildings can be permitted within an
earthquake fault zone as long as the buildings will not be constructed across active faults. Where
an active fault is found, a structure intended for human occupancy cannot be placed over the
trace of the fault and must be set back from it. Although setback distances may vary, a minimum
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50-foot setback is generally required. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and its

regul ations are presented in California Geologic

Fault-rupture Hazard Zones in California (2007).12 As discussed on pages IV.E-4 through IV.E-7
of Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, additional regulations are contained in the

Cityés Building Code in the LAMC, which incorpora

with City amendments for additional requirements.

As discussed on page IV.E-14 of Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, the nearest
significant fault to the Project Site is the Hollywood Fault. As shown by Figure IV.E-2, the current
published California Geologic Survey (CGS map shows that two traces of the Hollywood Fault
are located near the Project Site: one trace that is mapped across Yucca Street over 50 feet to
the north of the Project Site boundary, trending east-west; and a second trace that is mapped
across Carlos Avenue approximately 220 feet to the south of the Project Site boundary, also
trending east-west. The Draft EIR reports at pages IV.E-14 through IV.E-18 of Section IV.E,
Geology and Soils, that, as summarized in the Geotechnical Feasibility Report (March 2019), the
fault activity investigations for the Project Site and for the surrounding areas, including the sites
north and west of the Project Site (all provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR) indicate that there
is no active faulting beneath the Project Site and no fault projecting toward the Project Site.13 On
page IV.E-28, the Draft EIR reaches the same conclusion based on this substantial evidence, and
that the potential for ground surface rupture at the Project Site is considered to be low.14 The
Draft EIR further concludes, based on the fault data collected and known for the Hollywood Fault

near the Project Site, and the Projectodés desi

distance greater than 50 feet from the nearest Hollywood Fault trace, which distance would be
consistent with the requirements of the Alquist-Priolo setback requirement.

As discussed on pages 3-39 and 3-40 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of
this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would also result in a less than significant impact related
to ground surface rupture because, like the Project, it would also be constructed at the Project
Site.

This comment is noted for the record. However, because the comment raises only a general
concern regarding the Project Siteb6s |l ocation

any specific issues related to the Projectos

adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is possible or warranted The comment will become
part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. ORG 2B-9

1 Avoid vibration: As in the Hollywood Center DEIR, impacts from construction vibration are
decl ar ed f un a mitoringpeogrameisiprescrbedmdoring construction, when it is too

12 Hart, Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, Special Publication 42, Op Cit.

13 As stated earlier, fault Investigation Reports are included in Appendices E-2 through E-4 of this Draft
EIR.

14 ypdate Geotechnical Feasibility Report, Proposed High-Rise Residential Development, 6220 West
Yucca Street, Hollywood District, Los Angeles, California, Section 4.3, page 8, prepared by Group Delta,
dated March 2019.
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late. Please see our comments on Hollywood Center- specifically showing how up-front
investigations and engineering can ensure the damage never occurs.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-9

The comment er cites an EIR for a different proj ect
funavoidabl ed and r-compuetiontasalyssda donductedfa the Rrgjeet. As
discussed on page IV.I-61 in Section IV.l, Noise, of the Draft EIR, implementation of mitigation
measure MM-NOI-3 would ensure that construction groundborne vibration levels would be below
the significance threshold of 0.2 inches per second (PPV) for potential structural damage impacts
at the nearest single-family residential building adjacent to the site along Vista Del Mar Avenue
(R3). This mitigation measure requires a 15-foot buffer between the nearest off-site building and
heavy construction equipment operations. This mitigation measure would reduce groundborne
vibration levels to 0.191 inches per second (PPV), which is below the significance threshold of
0.2 inches per second (PPV). Therefore, no structural damage impacts are reasonably expected
based on this substantial evidence. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR recognizes that the mitigated level
of 0.191 inches per second (PPV) is less than, but still close to the significance threshold of 0.2
inches per second (PPV). Out of an abundance of caution, the Draft EIR includes mitigation
measure MM-NOI-4 to provide for a groundborne vibration monitoring program. While structural
damage impacts to off-site buildings are not reasonably expected based on the substantial
evidence discussed above, MM-NOI-4 does include provisions for providing repairs in the
unanticipated event that the Project were to cause damage (subject to the consent of other
property owners, who may not agree). As a result, the Project does include feasible mitigation
measures to minimize and avoid vibration-related structural damage impacts to off-site buildings,
but also includes further environmentally protective mitigation measures in the unanticipated
event that damage does occur.

Comment No. ORG 2B-10

1 Real environmental protection: The pretense of sustainability disregards the sustainable City
planning already in place: extreme efforts over 30 years to make a livable community with
housing choice, with traffic that moves, and with impacts of larger buildings on smaller
mitigated.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-10

The commenter expresses opinions thatthe Proj ect 6 s sustainability featur
that the Project disregards the existing conditions, which the commenter characterizes as the
resultofa30-year effort Ato make a |livable community wit
and withi mpacts of | arger buildings on smaller mi tig
identify any of the Projectds sustainability feat:
provide any specific facts or substantial evidence to support the commenter 6 s opinions
iAiArgument , specul ati on, unsubstantiated opinion
erroneous oOor inaccurateo does (%ee StatcGEQA Guiddlines e s ubs

§ 15384(a).) The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable the City to
prepare a good faith, reasoned response. This comment is noted for the record. However, due to

the commentés failure to identify issues related
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the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR with sufficient specificity to enable the City to respond,
no further response is possible or warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Even so, refer to Sections IV.B, Air Quality, IV.D, Energy, IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, IV.H,
Land Use and Planning, IV.L, Transportation, and IV.N, Utilities, of the Draft EIR for a review of

the Cityds current sustainability and |l and use pol
evidence provided in respective Appendices C, G,
with such policies and programs. As evaluated in detail therein, the Draft EIR concludes, based

on substanti al evidence, t hat the Project woul d

applicable sustainability policies. On pages 3-42, 3-43, 3-56, 3-57, 3-63, 3-65 and 3-66 of Chapter

3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the EIR concludes that the Modified

Alternative 2 woul d, l' i ke the Project, be substantially
sustainability policies.

Comment No. ORG 2B-11

The review time with this EIR has coincided with an unprecedented pandemic and civil unrest.
Therefore, our organization has been given the minimum amount of time to respond to EIRs for
3 massive projects which will dramatically impact Hollywood. It is astounding that the Planning

Department is accelerating fibusiness as wuswualo. O
its government and police force from its citizens. We boarded up our museum and properties.
These 3 overscal ed pr otjate the disregacdudr Hallydvood. Fhe tgiare r il 1 u

Century Cities on our narrow ®twagets ttheomasnj ust
countermanding proper planning and permanently harming our world-renowned heritage.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-11

The comment expresses the commenterds general conc¢
pandemic and civil unrest, of EI'Rs for three maj
countermand proper planning and perendheeommdny har m
does not provide any specific facts or substanti a
AArgument, specul ation, unsubstantiated opinion
erroneous oOr inaccur at ential dvience. (Bee BtatecGEQA Guiddlines e s ub's
§ 15384(a).) The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable the City to

prepare a good faith, reasoned response. This comment is noted for the record. However, due to

the commenbésdeatli byei ssues related to the Projec
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR with sufficient specificity to enable the City to respond,

no further response is possible or warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative

record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Comment No. ORG 2B-12

We see some good moves by this developer to deal with the demolition of 44 rent- controlled
units, and putting 66 new market rate units into rent controlled limitations of rent-increases. But a
|l arge hot el and the 66 other units doné6ét appear t
qualify for a 35% bonus density under SB 1818, or even more under other affordable housing
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incentives, AND comply with zoning intent AND genuinely provide affordable housing. A gift of
210,000 sf of development, straining narrow streets to crisis and destroying a neighborhood, has
a powerful unstated significant adverse effect on genuine Hollywood.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-12

The comment addresses the issue of rent controlled and affordable dwelling units. While this

comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the
content and adequacy of t he Bntaheffdcts, BdfuRheprespondee Pr o ¢
is warranted.

For a further informational discussion regarding these issues, please see Topical Responses Nos.
2 and 3. To correct one minor mistake, the current number of RSO units on the Project Site is
43, not 44. Moreover, the Modified Alternative 2 has been revised to include 17 units of
covenanted affordable housing at the Very Low Income level and, as with the Project, and contrary
to the statement in the comment, the entire remainder of the residential apartment units would be
subject to the RSO. The Modified Alternative 2 was so modified to address this concern, and thus
provides affordable housing in line with the request of the commenter and other members of the
public who have expressed concerns over the lack of affordable housing proposed by the Project.

Comment No. ORG 2B-13

Our comments on the DEIR are as follows:

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-13

The comment provides an introduction to the comments provides in Comment Nos. ORG 2B-14

through 2B-50, below. Responses to those comments are provided below in Responses to

Comment Nos. ORG 2B-14 through 2B-50, below. This comment is noted for the record.

However, as the comment does not raise any specific issue with respect to the content and
adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Projectdos potent
warranted. The comment will become part of the administrative record and will be considered

by the decision-makers.

Comment No. ORG 2B-14

1. Cultural Resources- resources are not well-identified; impacts not fully identified;
failure to mitigate.

The DEIR fails to acknowledge the issuNOPdafed hi st or
December 28, 2015. The impact analysis in the Cultural resources section does not convey the

magnitude of the impact of the proposed project on the Vista Del Mar / Carlos District, LA Historic-

Cultural Monument Hollywood Little Country Church, and nearby historic resources. This project

is the latest example of the disregard that the City has for protection of Hollywood resources. It
highlights the extreme vulnerability of Hollywood
Cityos hi « ofahesedesignatedl resources, even those which have been formally

determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-56



2. Responses to Comments

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-14

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to convey the magnitude of the impact of the Project
on the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District and other nearby historic resources. The comment is
incorrect. Section 1V.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR thoroughly addr esses
potential effects on this District and all nearby historic resources and concludes, based on
substantial evidence, including that provided by the Historical Resources Assessment Report and
the Historical Resources Peer Review Report prepared for the Draft EIR (both of which are
contained in Appendix D to the Draft EIR)t hat t he Projecto6s i mpact
without the need for mitigation.

Note that, as explained on pages 3-10 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of
this Final EIR, mitigation measure MM-NOI-4 has been clarified and modified to provide, as
follows:

MM-NOI-4: Prior to start of construction, the Project Applicant shall retain the services of
a licensed building inspector, or structural engineer, or other qualified professional as
approved by the City, to inspect and document (video and/or photographic) the apparent
physical condition of the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue (measurement
location/sensitive receptor location R3), including but not limited to the building structure,
interior wall, and ceiling finishes.

The Project Applicant shall retain the services of a qualified acoustical engineer to review
proposed construction equipment and develop and implement a groundborne vibration
monitoring program capable of documenting the construction-related groundborne
vibration levels at each residence during demolition, excavation, and construction of the
parking garages. The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall measure (in vertical
and horizontal directions) and continuously store the peak particle velocity (PPV) in
inch/second. Groundborne vibration data shall be stored on a two-second interval. The
program shall also be programmed for two preset velocity levels: a warning level of 0.15
inch/second PPV and a regulatory level of 0.2 inch/second PPV. The program shall also
provide real-time alerts when the groundborne vibration levels exceed the two preset

levels. Monitoring shall be conducted at a feasible location between the Project Site and
the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue adjacent to the Project Site as near
to the adjacent residential structures as possible.

1 The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall be submitted to the
Department of Building and Safety, prior to initiating any construction activities for
approval.

1 In the event the warning level (0.15 inch/second PPV) is triggered, the contractor
shall identify the source of groundborne vibration generation and provide feasible
steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level such as halting/staggering
concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory techniques.

1 Inthe event the regulatory level (0.2 inch/second PPV) is triggered, the contractor
shall halt the construction activities in the vicinity of the affected residences and
visually inspect the affected residences for any damage. Results of the inspection
must be logged. The contractor shall identify the source of groundborne vibration
generation and implement feasible steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level
such as staggering concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory techniques.
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Construction activities may continue upon implementation of feasible steps to
reduce the groundborne vibration level.

1 Inthe event damage occurs to the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue
(measurement location/sensitive receptor location R3) due to Project construction
groundborne vibration, such materials shall be repaired to the same or better
physical condition as documented in the pre-construction inspection and video

and/or photographic records. Any such repair work shall be conducted in
accordance with the Secretary of Il nterior 0:

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subsection (b)(3).

The modification of MM-NOI-4 to require that monitoring be conducted at a feasible location

between the Project Site and the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue adjacent to the

Project Site as near to the adjacent residential structures as possible removes the need to obtain

the other property owner s 6NOtdbcarsbe mplemamedtoeesduseur es t h
the Projectds potentially si gnadnfthe cesidential lguidmgsn d b or n e
along Vista Del Mar Avenue to a less than significant level. (See Appendix C-1 1 Supplemental

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and Noise and Vibration Assessment.) Therefore, with its
implementation of MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4 , the Projectds potentially
vibration impacts on the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue would be reduced to

less than significant.

Additionally, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City,
as discussed in detail on pages 3-16 through 3-18 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and
Corrections, of this Final EIR. As pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternative 2 would
el i mi nat e BuldngZ woold retadénilish the existing residences located at 1765 and
1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which
had previously been converted into a duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family
residence without changing the exterior of the structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also
convert the existing paved surface parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street
and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a publicly accessible open space/park. Although the residences at
1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar and the park (former parking lot) are not contributors to the Vista
del Mar/Carlos Historic District, the Modified Al t e r n ardtentioreof tBedw residences without
any alteration to their exterior appearance and creation of a park at the site of the former surface
parking lot are consistent with Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment
(see Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR). Further, as discussed on pages 3-44 through 3-45 of Chapter
3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, and shown in Appendix C-1 i Supplemental Air
Quiality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and Noise and Vibration Assessment, of this Final EIR, the
Modified Alternative 2 would not create any significant groundborne vibration impacts on the
residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue; even so, the Modified Alternative 2 would
implement mitigation measures MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4, as clarified and modified, to further
reduce its less than significant groundborne structural vibration impacts in recognition of the
historic significance of the District. Therefore, as analyzed in the Supplemental Historic Resources
Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR), the Modified Alternative 2 would have even less of
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an effect on the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic Districtt han t he Proj ect déds l.ess t h;
See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.

Comment No. ORG 2B-15

The DEIR fails to make use of extensive survey and context information in order to properly
analyze the significance of the Vista del Mar/ Carlos District. Hollywood has been in the forefront
in Southern California in identifying its historic resources. In 1977, the first survey of Hollywood,
conducted by the Hollywood Revitalization Committee under a grant from the State Office of
Historic Preservation, was one of the first in California. That effort, whose boundaries included
todayos CRA area but extended east al oandpzerFr ank | i
potential residential neighborhoods which met the criteria for historic districts. A subset of these
neighborhoods were the earliest in Hollywood, constructed largely before 1925. The residential
neighborhoods identified on North Wilton, Taft, and Gramercy were not resurveyed in the next
series of survey efforts under the auspices of the CRA. The next survey in 1984, whose scope
was limited to the boundaries of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, identified twelve residential
neighborhoods that represented early patterns of development including Vista del Mar/ Carlos.

The DEIR correctly notes that by 1994 four of these historic neighborhoods had been lost to new
development. This constitutes a 33% reduction in this type of resource over that decade. To be
clear, this means that no efforts were made by the CRA and the City to protect historic
neighborhoods which were primarily made up of working class housing that provided shelter for
motion picture industry employees and support services. The upper middle class residential
districts in the hillsides did not suffer the same fate. That same year, due to evaluations required
by the State of California and FEMA, the previously identified districts of Vista del Mar/ Carlos,
Serrano, and Selma-LeBraig were formally determined eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places through consent agreement between the State of Historic Preservation and the Keeper of
the National Register in 1994. The Afton/DelLongpre district was added to this group in 1995. By
virtue of that status, the districts were included in the California Register when it was implemented
in 1998.

The Vista del Mar / Carl os Historic District was f
community as an intact grouping of residential architecture representative of the Golden Era of
Hol | y wo o dhisattritibo. Evertiro1994, preservationists were acknowledging that the ability

to tell the full story of community development depended upon preserving all types of resources

that represented various socioeconomic and cultural contexts as well as examples of important
architectural styles. It was also acknowledged that groups of these resources (districts) conveyed

their stories more powerfully than isolated examples and that such groupings deserved separate
identification and protections to call out that significance. Hence the preservation protocol to
distinguish between groups of buildings with shared contexts and styles (districts) and individual

resources. Districts were acknowledged to have character-defining features above and beyond

the individual buildings: lot size, street arrangement, landscape features. These features were not

al ways analyzed or ficountedo in the way that resi
contributing resourceso. I n subsequencontripuiora nni ng
(those which had been substantially altered or constructed after the period of significance) could
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be classified as fAaltered contributorso if t hey
retained massing, scale, and location.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-15

The comment incorrectly claims that the Draft EIR fails to utilize extensive prior survey and context

information when determining the significance of the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District. To the

contrary, on pages IV.C-19 and IV.C-36 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR
acknowledge that the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District is determined eligible for the National

Register by consensus through the Section 106 process (2D2 CHR Status Code). Therefore, as

stated at page 1V.C-36 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, had the Project impacted the District,

t he Draft EIR would have considered the Projectaos
and therefore significant. However, as the Draft EIR explains at pages I1V.C-36 and IV.C-37, the

Project would create no such impact. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.

Further, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City, as

discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR. As

pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternative 2 woul d el i mi nate the Proj e
would not demolish the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would

return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a

duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without any exterior

alterations.

Mor eover, contrary to the commenter s tacther ti on,
significance of the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District is extensively reviewed at pages I1V.C-20

through IV.C-24 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, and in Appendices D-1 and

D-2.

Comment No. ORG 2B-16

None ofthefourCalifor ni a Reqgi ster districts were included in
in_1979. Despite having the same physical characteristics and historic associations, no

protections were extended to these already designated resources. For the most part, subsequent

survey efforts in Hollywood in 2003 did not re-evaluate or even look at the conditions. Meanwhile,

permits which altered or completely erased the integrity of individual properties were being issued

without review or compliance with the Secretary of t he | nteri ordés Standards.
next comprehensive property by property survey was conducted, several identified working class

districts no longer retained the necessary cohesion and numbers of contributing buildings to be

considered districts. Neighborhoods on Tamarind, Sycamore, Harold Way and St. Andrews Place

had been erased, along with the contributions of the citizens who built them.

In 2010, the CRA survey team headed by Robert Chattel Associates did look at the condition of
the Vista del Mar district and identified alterations to two of the contributors which damaged their
integrity. This team recommended changing the status of those two buildings to non-contributors.
While this is valuable information as to the effect of alterations, it is not a formal ruling on the
status of these buildings. This can only be done in consultation with the State Office of Historic
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Preservation. While 16 district contributors were listed on the California State Register, by 2010,
the Chattel survey only identified 14 contributors. One residence at 6142-6144 Carlos had been
demolished. The survey changed the evaluation code of 1771 North Vista del Mar Avenue to
reflect its alterations (6Z). 1751 North Vista del Mar Avenue was somehow excluded from the
report. (The DEIR concludes that 1751 North Vista del Mar still appears to retain its integrity as a
contributor.) Now, the DEIR consultants have stated that the number of contributors will be
reduced yet again to 13 by arguing that the integrity of 1765 Vista del Mar has been diminished
as well. The Appendix to the DEIR acknowledges that there is a process for such input, but then
does not pursue it as it opines that there is not an adverse effect on the district.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-16

The commenter first asserts that none of the four California Register districts were included in the

Cityés HPOZ efforts beginning in 1979, and discu
districts that occurred after that date. The comment also asserts that the conclusions of the 2010

survey team and of the Draft EIR regarding the contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic

District do not constitute formal rulings on the status of the buildings or the composition of the

District, which can only be issued by the State Office of Historic Preservation. The comment
expresses the commenterdés concerns regarding the
Historic District. These comments are acknowledged for the record. However, as these comment

do not raise any issues with respect to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIRor t he Pr oj ect
potential environmental effects, no further response is warranted. Moreover, the City does not

adopt an HPOZ for historic districts listed in the California Register.

Even so, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City, as

discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR. As

pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternative 2 would eliminate t he Pr oj ect 6s Bu
would not demolish the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would

return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a

duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the

exterior of the structure. The Modified Project would also convert the existing paved surface

parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a

publicly accessible open space/park. Therefore, as analyzed in the Supplemental Historic

Resources Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR), the Modified Alternative 2 would have

even less of an effect on the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District than the Project 6 s | ess t ha
significant effect. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.

Comment No. ORG 2B-17

All 16 properties are still listed on the California State Register with an evaluation of 2D2. Despite
this, there have been constant challenges to their integrity as evidenced by the condition of 1771
and 1765 Vista Del Mar. Hollywood Heritage acknowledges that the integrity of these properties
has been diminished. However, this has occurred after the designation of the district points to the
failure of the City to protect these resources. Districts are lost by attrition: one cut at a time until
the district as a whole is no longer viable. The loss of 6142 Carlos one after the district was listed
caused a 6% loss in built fabric, but also altered the relationship of the Carlos and Vista del Mar
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intersection. Now two more buildings from the period of significance are proposed for demolition.
This means that 12% more of the original fabric will be forever lost, as well as the lot sizes which
characterize the subdivision and the alignment of like structures which make up the Vista del Mar
block.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-17

The commenter asserts that the integrity of the contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos District,

which are still listed on the California Register, are under constant challenge, that contributors

have previously been lost because the City has failed to protect them, and now the Project is
proposing to demolish two more contributors. The ¢
regarding t he preservation of the Vista del Mar / Car |
negative views of the Project. These comments are acknowledged for the record. However, as

these comment do not raise any issues with respect to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR

or the Projectdés potential environmental effects,

To the extent the comment asserts that the buildings at 1765 and 1771 Vista del Mar are
contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, see Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-
3, above.

Even so, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City, as

discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR. As

pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternative 2 woul d el i mi nate the Proj e
would not demolish the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would

return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a

duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the

exterior of the structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also convert the existing paved surface

parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a

publicly accessible open space/park. Therefore, as analyzed in the Supplemental Historic

Resources Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR), the Modified Alternative 2 would have

even |l ess of an effect on the Vista del Mar / Car |
significant effect. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.

Comment No. ORG 2B-18

The proposed Building 2 does not respect lot division, size, scale, massing, or open space
patterns of the district and creates an intrusion at the northwestern boundary which blurs reading
the block as a unit. So, the real impact on the district is an almost 20% diminution of total buildings,
and additional damage to boundaries and setting.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-18

Thecommentdi sagrees with the Draft EI R6s conclusi on
Vista del Mar / Carl os Historic District bezrmmause it
scale, massing, or open space patterns and creates an intrusion at the northwestern boundary
that blurs reading the block as a unit; therefore, the Project creates a 20 percent diminution in
tot al buildings and additioannilldy amdagetst itrhges .Di Bh
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contrary conclusion, that the Project including its Building 2 is compatible with the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District, is based on substantial evidence and is explained at pages IV.C-35
through 1V.C-37, with background information provided at pages IV.C-20 through 1V.C-24, of
Section IV.C, Cultural Resources.

Additionally, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City,
as discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR.
As pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternatve 2woul d el i mi nat e th
would not demolish the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would
return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a
duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the
exterior of the structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also convert the existing paved surface
parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a
publicly accessible open space/park. Although the residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar
and the park (former parking lot) are not contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District,
the Modified Al t e r n areténtioe of thedtwgo residences without any alteration to their exterior
appearance and creation of a park at the site of the former surface parking lot align with Standards
9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the
Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR). Therefore, as
analyzed in the Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment, the Modified Alternative 2 would

have even | ess of an effect on the Vista del

than significant effect. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.

Comment No. ORG 2B-19

The City of Los Angeles is a CLG (Certified Local Government). This status is maintained through
partnership with the State Office of Historic Preservation and has certain responsibilities to the
protection of historic resources. Approval of this project is not consistent with the goals and intent
of a CLG. Hollywood Heritage requests that no project approval be contemplated without inclusion
of the State Office and the public in the future of this district. The project should be amended to
include the removal of Building 2, rehabilitate 1771 and 1765 according to the Secretary of the
I nteriordéds Standards, and provide a policy
appropriate. The developer has asked for demolition; that does not mean the City must grant that
request. There is a viable project without encroaching into district boundaries.

More than the integrity of the individual resources, the geographic configuration of buildings is
important in the history of the development of the neighborhood. The L shape configuration is a
unigue example of the underlying subdivision and agricultural patterns of early Hollywood. The
DEIR states the loss of the two properties is less than significant because the other 13 contiguous
properties remain; however, this negates the impact of the altered shape of the district. Therefore,
the inclusion of these properties, despite their lowered integrity, is crucial to understand the
significance of the district.

Hollywood now contains less than a half dozen of these working class historic districts. The latest
survey has identified two, DelLongpre Park and McCadden-De Longpre-Leland which are
themselves a subset of a formerly identified Colegrove District (2009 Chattel survey). Only

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-63

e

Proj

Mar |



2. Responses to Comments

Melrose Hill is protected with HPOZ status, while Afton/DeLongpre, Selma/LaBaig, and Vista del
Mar/Carlos (while listed in the CA Register) and the DeLongpre Park and McCadden-De Longpre-
Leland have no protections. The loss of these properties would set a dangerous precedent for the
other vulnerable historic districts in Hollywood. Will the City also sacrifice the integrity of the Afton
district with a proposed project on its western boundary? Just two years ago, the smallest, oldest,
and most fragile enclave of turn of the century housing in the 1700 block of Hudson (identified as
a district in surveys beginning in 1978) was lost. Fires paved the way for the demolition of two
contributing structures in that block. Without those two contributors, the viability of a district was
lost as they were a substantial percentage of the fabric and two of three remaining structures on
one side of a small block.

Every round of surveys over the past four decades has seen the identification of districts come
and go. Districts identified in 1978, 1984, 2003, and 2009 no longer remain. With the demolition
of individual buildings of the same era, Hollywood is rapidly losing any physical evidence of its
development between 1900 and 1920, a key period in its history. What good is identification if
there is no protection or plan for reuse? Study after study has mapped, placed resources in
context, made recommendations for reuse, shown the economic benefits of incentives and
planning. In one of the most significant portions of the city, this work has been ignored.

The district concept is an important tool in historic preservation. Hollywood Heritage has worked
diligently to protect all of our districts from erosion. We have tried to tell the stories of each and to
show how together they tell the story of Hollywood. A small residential district has a story to tell,
but it i's not the same story as Hollywood

Resources are different in middle class and upper class subdivisions; subdivisions carved into

Boul

the hills are different in characterfromthose ¢l ose to places of work

are irreplaceable. It is not acceptable, in an area as vast as the Hollywood Community Plan, and
in particular in the former Hollywood Redevelopment Area to say that each and every one of the
few dozen districts cannot be protected. It is even less acceptable to have designated resources
at risk., [sic] The four tiny California Register Districts, two National Register Districts, and five
HPOZs (one of which, Whitley Heights, is both an HPOZ and on the NR) deserve better. The
handful of identified districts identified in the 1984, 2010, 2020 CRA surveys and in SurveyLA
efforts deserve better. Yet Hollywood Heritage has received repeated demo requests in CA
Register Historic Districts and repeatedly noted properties in California Register Districts should
not be encroached upon. 30 years after these districts were identified, only Whitley Heights has
adequate protection.

Some districts have been erased while others have been identified. No thought has been given
to the type of district involved or the size and number of contributors which reflect working class
housing. Therefore, there is no clear picture as to what the continued erosion of historic working
class housing in districts is. Furthermore, overall demolition activities for individual resources of
this type has been carefully documented by Hollywood Heritage and shows tremendous attrition
of individual resources from the period 1900-1920.
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Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-19

The commenter assertst hat t he Cityds appr movbatonsstent withtte Pr oj ec
goals and intent of a Certified Local Government, and urges the City not to approve the Project.
Thecommente r 6 s o0 p pthesProjeat ivnotedfar the record. However, as the comment does

not raise any issues with respect to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIRor t he Pr oj ec!
potential environmental effects, no further response is warranted.

The comment al so expresses the comment esiobthatdi sagr ¢
the Project would have a less than significant impact on the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District,
due to the | oss coofiguratioh that i$ la anigeeheaample of the underlying
subdivision and agricultural patterns of early Hollywood. However, though the district happens to
be in an L-shaped configuration, the L-shaped layout itself was not identified as a character
defining feature of the district, including when it was originally determined to be eligible for the
California Register when surveyed in 1984, and was not defined as a character defining feature
in the expert analysis conducted for the environmental analysis of the Project that analyzed the
district and the prior documentation that assessed the district and determined it to be eligible as
a historic resource. (See Draft EIR, Appendix D-1, on pp. 57-61.) Thus, the potential loss of the
L-shape in and of itself would not constitute an impact recognized by CEQA as having the
potential to be significant. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.5(b).) In the event of the loss of the
buildings at 1765 and 1771 Vista Del Mar at the edge of northern end of the district, the district
itself would still maintain an L-configuration.

However, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City,

as discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR.

As pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternatve 2woul d el i mi nate the Proj
would not demolish the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would

return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a

duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the

exterior of the structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also convert the existing paved surface

parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a

publicly accessible open space/park. Although the residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar

and the park (former parking lot) are not contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District,

the Modified Al t e r n areténtioe of thedtwgo residences without any alteration to their exterior

appearance and creation of a park at the site of the former surface parking lot align with Standards

9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the
Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR). Therefore, as

analyzed in the Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment, the Modified Alternative 2 would

have even less of an effect on the Vista del Mar/Carl os Hi st oric District tha
than significant effect. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.

Comment No. ORG 2B-20

Impacts on surrounding resources are minimized by the language in the DEIR. Despite the loss
of the Little Country Church building, the property to the south is a listed Historic Cultural
Monument and contains character-defining landscape features valuable to the public and of
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specific interest to Hollywood Heritage. This historic site also abuts the Vista Del Mar/Carlos
district, and could be considered a feature of that district as well as having its own status. This
piece of open space is rare in central Hollywood, and by its very existence shows our rural roots
before the advent of the film industry. It will be that much more of an anomaly if the scale of the
proposed project to the north is allowed to overwhelm it.

The EIR also assesses impacts of the proposed project on the eastern end of the Hollywood
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, with its contributing structures Pantages
Theater and the Equitable Building bearing the brunt of dramatic changes in setting from outsize
development. The issues of scale and compatibility with existing buildings are real. The Boulevard

should not becondeo ntuhted fwhiotlhe nans stihvee devel opment on

of the district at Argyle has already caused the demolition of three contributors to the district,
which has resulted in a less defined commercial edge between Argyle and Vine.in this area. And,
while the Walk of Fame is a resource identified in the DEIR, the linear nature of this resource and
its removal from the proposed project is the only resource mentioned that may truly not be
impacted by the project. Again, the nature of the resource needs to be explained. The Walk does
not have the same characteristics as the Boulevard. Not all resources are alike. Therefore, they
should not be reduced to numbers, but each valued for their own contribution.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-20

The commentassertst hat t he Draft EIR fails to accurately &

effects on nearby historic features, including the grounds of the Little Country Church previously
destroyed by fire, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District including the
Pantages Theater and the Equitable Building and the Walk of Fame. The comment is not
accurate. As explained in Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above, Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, of the Draft EIR discusses the seven historical resources in the vicinity of the Project
Site identified in the Historical Resources Assessment Report included in Appendix D to the Draft
EIR, including those listed in the comment, assesses the Projectos

resources, and concludes based on substantial evidence that the Project would not result in
substantial material changes to the integrity and the significance of those resources.

On pages IV.C-35 through 1V.C-38 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR discusses
the substantial evidence supporting its conclusions that the Project would not materially alter the
settings of these historical resources in a manner that would materially impair their historical
significance or integrity. In summary, as explained on page IV.C-36 of Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, of the Draft EIR, although the scale and massing of the Project would alter the visual
context of these nearby historical resources, including the site of the former Little Country Church
of Hollywood, the Pantages Theatre, the Hollywood Equitable Building, the Hollywood
Commercial and Entertainment District and the Hollywood Walk of Fame, the historic settings for
these resources have already been altered by changes and redevelopment in the area after the
period of significance of these resources including, without limitation, the construction of the
Yucca Argyle Apartments in 1953 and the Hol
early 19500s to the northeast of t heachBfrthe geeen
historical resources individually, on pages IV.C-36 through IV.C-38 of Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, with more specific substantial evidence to support these general conclusions. On
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page 1V.C-37, the Draft EIR concludes that, because the original church structure has been
destroyed by fire, the property no longer contains the physical characteristics necessary to convey
its historical significance, and, therefore, the Project would not adversely affect the Little Country
Church property further. On page IV.C-38, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would not
create a significant indirect impact on the remaining resources listed in the comment because all
of these resources face away from the Project and are located some distance from the Project,
and because the integrity of the built environment surrounding these resources has already been
materially altered over time by development other than the Project. In summary, as explained on
page IV.C-36 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, although the scale and
massing of the Project would alter the visual context of these nearby historical resources,
including the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, the site of the former Little Country Church of
Hollywood, Capitol Records Building, Pantages Theatre, Hollywood Equitable Building,
Hollywood Commercial and Entertainment District and the Hollywood Walk of Fame, the historic
settings for these resources have already been altered by changes and redevelopment in the
area after the period of significance of these resources including, without limitation, the
construction of the Yucca Argyle Apartments in 1953 and the Hollywood Freeway completed by
the |l ate 194006s and earl y 195 O0TheDrdft&lRthénaddressest he as't
each of the seven historical resources individually, on pages IV.C-36 through 1V.C-38 of Section
IV.C, Cultural Resources, with more specific substantial evidence to support these general
conclusions.

Comment No. ORG 2B-21

No mitigation measures are identified in DEIR in regards to built historic resources. While HH
understands that it is a particular convention of CEQA to not require mitigation if impacts are
deemed insignificant, the impacts of this project on the district remain in reality. A true avoidance
of impact would involve 1) retention and rehabilitation of 1771 and 1765 Vista del Mar; 2) vibration
and settling mitigation for the properties on the west side of Vista del Mar; 3) preservation plan
for the district which conforms to HPOZ guidelines; 4) design for Building 1 in conformance with
the 1993 Urban Design Guidelines; 5) potential transfer of development rights on the district to
the new construction.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-21

The comment asserts thatthePr oj ect 6 s i mpacts on the Vista del M
and proposes avoiding the impact by (1) retaining and rehabilitating 1771 and 1765 Vista Del Matr;

(2) vibration and settling mitigation for the properties on the west side of Vista del Mar; (3)

preservation plan for the district which conforms to HPOZ guidelines; (4) design for Building 1 in

conformance with the 1993 Urban Design Guidelines; 5) potential transfer of development rights

on the district to the new construction.

Thecomment er 6 s assertion that the Projectds impacts ¢
are significant is not supported by substantial evidence, and therefore constitutes the
comment er 6 s uns ufpfprogu needn to,p isnpeocnu.l at i omornamvative,u bst ant
[or] evidence which is clearly erroneous or inacc
(CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) The comment is vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable
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the City to prepare a good faith, reasoned response. However, the Draft EIR thoroughly assessed
the Projectdos potenti al i mpacts on the Vista del
on substantial evidence, that its impacts would be less than significant. Refer to Response to

Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above. As such, no mitigation is required.

With respect to the commenterds suggestion that
mitigation for the properties located on the west side of Vista Del Mar, on pages 1V.I-58 and IV.I-
59 of Section IV.I, Noise, the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure MM NOI-3, which prevents
heavy construction equipment from operating within 15 feet of the nearest single-family residential
building on Vista Del Mar adjacent to the Project Site and includes other provisions for assuring
that groundborne vibration effects are reported to and dealt with immediately by the contractor
during construction, and Mitigation Measure MM NOI-4, which requires (1) the retention of a
licensed professional to document the condition of the residential structures along Vista del Mar
at the beginning of construction and (2) the retention of an acoustical engineer to develop and
implement a groundborne vibration monitoring program to monitor the vibration levels at the
residences during construction to provide warning alerts and alerts requiring construction to
cease, and any damage to be repaired.

Note that, as explained on page 3-10 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of
this Final EIR, mitigation measure MM-NOI-4 has been clarified and modified to provide, as
follows:

MM-NOI-4: Prior to start of construction, the Project Applicant shall retain the services of
a licensed building inspector, or structural engineer, or other qualified professional as
approved by the City, to inspect and document (video and/or photographic) the apparent
physical condition of the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue (measurement
location/sensitive receptor location R3), including but not limited to the building structure,
interior wall, and ceiling finishes.

The Project Applicant shall retain the services of a qualified acoustical engineer to review
proposed construction equipment and develop and implement a groundborne vibration
monitoring program capable of documenting the construction-related groundborne
vibration levels at each residence during demolition, excavation, and construction of the
parking garages. The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall measure (in vertical
and horizontal directions) and continuously store the peak particle velocity (PPV) in
inch/second. Groundborne vibration data shall be stored on a two-second interval. The
program shall also be programmed for two preset velocity levels: a warning level of 0.15
inch/second PPV and a regulatory level of 0.2 inch/second PPV. The program shall also
provide real-time alerts when the groundborne vibration levels exceed the two preset

levels. Monitoring shall be conducted at a feasible location between the Project Site and
the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue adjacent to the Project Site as near
to the adjacent residential structures as possible.

i The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall be submitted to the
Department of Building and Safety, prior to initiating any construction activities for
approval.

1 In the event the warning level (0.15 inch/second PPV) is triggered, the contractor
shall identify the source of groundborne vibration generation and provide feasible
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steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level such as halting/staggering
concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory techniques.

1 Inthe event the regulatory level (0.2 inch/second PPV) is triggered, the contractor
shall halt the construction activities in the vicinity of the affected residences and
visually inspect the affected residences for any damage. Results of the inspection
must be logged. The contractor shall identify the source of groundborne vibration
generation and implement feasible steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level
such as staggering concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory techniques.
Construction activities may continue upon implementation of feasible steps to
reduce the groundborne vibration level.

1 Inthe event damage occurs to the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue
(measurement location/sensitive receptor location R3) due to Project construction
groundborne vibration, such materials shall be repaired to the same or better
physical condition as documented in the pre-construction inspection and video
and/or photographic records. Any such repair work shall be conducted in
accordance with the Secretary of 1nt

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subsection (b)(3).

The modification of MM-NOI-4 to require that monitoring be conducted at a feasible location
between the Project Site and the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue adjacent to the
Project Site as near to the adjacent residential structures as possible removes the need to obtain

the other property owner s G6NOtdbcarsbe mplemenied toeesduseur es t h
the Projectds potentially significant groundbor ne

along Vista Del Mar Avenue to a less than significant level. (See Appendix C-1 - Supplemental
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and Noise and Vibration Assessment) Therefore, with its
implementation of MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4 , the Projectds potent
vibration impacts on the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue would be reduced to
less than significant.

Additionally, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City,
as discussed in detail in on pages 3-16 through 3-28 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and
Corrections, of this Final EIR. As pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternative 2 would
eliminate the Projectds Building 2, would n
1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which
had previously been converted into a duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family
residence without changing the exterior of the structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also
convert the existing paved surface parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street
and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a publicly accessible open space/park. Although the residences at
1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar and the park (former parking lot) are not contributors to the Vista
del Mar/Carlos Historic District, the Modified A1 t e r n ardtentioreof tRe@ residences without
any alteration to their exterior appearance and creation of a park at the site of the former surface
parking lot are consistent with Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment
(see Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR). Further, as discussed on pages 3-44 through 3-45 of Chapter
3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, and shown in Appendix C-1 - Supplemental Air
Quiality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and Noise and Vibration Assessment, of this Final EIR, the
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Modified Alternative 2 would not create any significant groundborne vibration impacts on the
residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue; even so, the Modified Alternative 2 would
implement mitigation measures MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4, as clarified and modified, to further
reduce its less than significant groundborne structural vibration impacts in recognition of the
historic significance of the District. Therefore, as analyzed in the Supplemental Historic
Resources Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR), the Modified Alternative 2 would have
even |l ess of an effect on the Vista del Ma
significant effect. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.

r/ Car |

The commenterds suggestion that a preservation

address any impact created by the Project or the Modified Alternative 2. CEQA does not require
a development project to mitigate impacts in the existing setting. (See California Building Industry
Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369; Ballona Wetlands Trust
v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455; South Orange County Wastewater Authority
v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1604.)

With respect to the 1993 Urban Design Guidelines, see Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-29,
and with respect to the transfer of development rights, see Response to Comment No. 2B-4.

Comment No. ORG 2B-22

The cumulative impacts of this project are grossly understated. The cumulative impact of
development in the immediate vicinity (Hollywood Center, Yucca Street Condos, Hotel Argyle) as
well as the 16 other projects identified in the surrounding area have been understated and this
project continues the pattern. (See maps in Appx. 1). Building 1 of this project is 20 stories. Hotel
Argyle and Yucca Street Condos are each 16 stories high. The Hollywood Center Project would
add a 46 building on the East project site, between Vine and Argyle.

The effects on nearby landmarks and a CA Register District are substantial. Hollywood Heritage
has 3D modeled the proposed buildings and will provide once the unrest is over. EFEIR _must
accurately identify as significant and adverse that the new project encroaches on the boundaries
of a California State Register and National Regqister eligible District and destroys its historic
setting. It also must address the cumulative impact of this project, the three others in the
immediate vicinity, and 16 others in the surrounding area on designated historic resources
including the Pantages and Equitable Building.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-22

The commenteragai n di sagrees with the Draft E I-l&vél
impact on the Vista del Mar/Carlos District would be less than significant, and additionally

S

p

conc

di sagrees with the conclusions that the Projectos

given the height of Building 1. However, other than identifying the height of Building 1, the

commenter has failed to supportth e c omment er 6s opinion that the Dr
Projectds cumulAatgiuwme nit mp as@tes.ul ati on, unsubstanti a
evidence which is c¢clearly erroneous or i naccur at

(CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) The comment is vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable
the City to prepare a good faith, reasoned response.
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However, on pages 1V.C-40 through 1V.C-43 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR
concludes, based on substantial evidence, that the Project, together with related projects, would
not significantly affect historical resources in the immediate vicinity cumulatively or involve
resources that are examples of the same style or property type as those within the Project Site,
and in addition that b-+eehinpaas on Historic Pesoarges wauld Ise
less than significant, the Project would not cumulatively contribute to a significant impact on
historical resources.

The Draft EIR identifies 19 of the 137 related projects that have historical resources located on
the same site or that may impact views of historical resources. (See Table IV.C-2, pages IV.C-41
and 1V.C-42 of Section IV.C.) Of those, only three are located in the vicinity of the Project Site,
including the Argyle House located across Argyle from the Project Site, the Kimpton Everly Hotel
at the northeast intersection of Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue and the Millennium Hollywood
Mixed-Use Project southwest of the intersection of Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue.

As the Draft EIR explains on page 1V.C-40, while the Argyle House would obstruct secondary
views of the Capitol Records Buildings from the Project Site at the intersection of Yucca Street
and Argyle Avenue (not a valued vantage point), the valued and primary views of the Capitol
Records Building become available as the viewer moves west along Yucca Street, away from
both the Project Site and Argyle House. Therefore, construction of both the Project and Argyle
House would not affect protected views of the Capitol Records Building, and views of the Capitol
Records Building would remain primary along Argyle Avenue and the Hollywood Freeway.

As discussed on page IV.C-43 of the Draft EIR, while the Kimpton Everly Hotel and Millennium
Hollywood Mixed-Use Project (now called Hollywood Center) are not demolishing or altering any
historical resources, both projects anticipate introducing improvements with greater densities on
their respective sites. While both of these projects may block views of the Capitol Records
Building, they would not have a cumulative effect in conjunction with the Project, because the
Project Site does not offer views of the Capitol Records Building from any valued vantage points,
and the views of the Capitol Records Building that it does offer would be blocked by the Argyle
House project, which is closer to the Capital Records Building than the Project Site is, as
discussed above. As such, the Project, combined with the Kimpton Everly Hotel, Millennium, and
Argyle House would not create any cumulative impact on the historic setting of the Capitol
Records Building, and the Project would not contribute to any cumulatively significant blockage
of views of the building from any valued vantage points.

As is also discussed at page 1V.C-43 of the Draft EIR, the other 16 of the 19 related projects are
located too far from the Project Site with other development intervening in locations of varying
character and context to create cumulative impacts with the Project on historic resources in the
area.

Moreover, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City
as discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR.
As pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternatve 2woul d el i mi nat e t h
would not demolish the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would
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return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a
duplex and an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the
exterior of the structure. As such, the Modified Alternative 2 does not encroach on the Vista Del
Mar/Carlos District. The only construction activity proposed within the boundary of the Vista Del
Mar/Carlos District would be to change the existing surface parking lot (which is not a contributor
to the District) into a publicly accessible open space. This new open space would benefit the
Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, as discussed in the Supplemental Historic Resources
Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR). The parking lot has not been identified as a
contributor in the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District. Under the Modified Alternative 2, the
proposed park would provide a landscaped open-space at the north entrance to the district that
would be compatible with the characteristics of the district including its landscaped residential
setbacks and tree-lined streets, and the proposed park would also provide a buffer between the
district and the surrounding built environment to the north and west. The construction of the
proposed park under the Modified Alternative 2 would not physically impact any identified
hi storical resources, it would be compatible wit
physically enhance the district, and it would protect the integrity of the Vista del Mar/Carlos
Historic District; therefore, the proposed park would have no adverse impact on the Vista del
Mar/Carlos District. As discussed in the Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment (Appendix
C-2 to this Final EIR), like the Project, the Modified Alternative 2 together with the related projects
would not create a cumulative impact on historic resources, and the Modified Al t er nati ve 2
contribution to an existing cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable.

Comment No. ORG 2B-23

2. Land Use conflicts: zone change mysterious; land use process flawed unclear; adverse
effects missed. The si ze of the developerds fAasko has n
reason or justification for such an outsized projectd why it can or should triple the
development that is allowable by current plans and zoning (from a FAR of 2 to 6:1). The
devel oper gets a $28 million fAgifto from the Cit

1 Conflicts with existing land use plans: The DEIR omits necessary background and clear
calculations that show genuine conflicts of the proposed Project with multiple land use
plans. The DEIRcherry-pi cks a few fAgoalsd on in Chapter |
of compliance. CEQA requires open disclosure of specific conflicts of the Project with
these Plans in their entirety, especially those adopted for the purpose of avoiding
mitigating environmental effect. As such the DEIR is deceptive, noncompliant with CEQA,
requires recirculation, and incomplete.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-23

The commenter here generally opines on whether sufficient justifications exist to support the
Proj ect 6s proposed entitlements, particularly relat
development standards that presently exist under current zoning (such development restrictions
would be altered by the Pr ojletlidconsmerntis aoed orette ent i t |

record, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of

the Draft EIR or the Projectds environment al ef fe
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With respect to alleged conflicts with existing land use plans generally, CEQA does not require a
lead agency to establish that a project achieves perfect conformity with each and every
component of such applicable plans, which often serve a variety of different and sometimes
competing interests (San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San
Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 678; Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa
County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 378.) Rather, a Project must generally be
compati bl e with plansdé relevant overall applicable
requirements related to environmental issues. Moreover, under the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix
G threshold adopted by the City with respect to Land Use inconsistency, it is only where an alleged
inconsistency results in a significant environmental impact that a requirement to mitigate the effect
would apply.

The Draft EIR, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, analyzes whether the Project

would cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with land use plans, policies, or

regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Draft EIR,

pp. IV.H-20 i IV.H-54.) In particular, the Draft EIR examines the Proj ect 6 s consi stenc
applicable policies and objectives of local plans including the General Plan Framework Element,

the General Plan Health and Wellness Element, the General Plan Housing Element, the

Hollywood Community Plan (the Land Use Element of the General Plan for the Hollywood Area),

the Hollywood Redevelopment Project and Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 2010

Bicycle Plan, the 2035 Mobility Plan, ZI No. 2427 regarding Health Risk Assessments for Freeway

Adjacent Properties. ltalsoanal yzes the Projectds consistency wi
Draft EIR concludes that the Project does not generally conflict with the relevant identified land

use plans, policies, or regulations, as analyzed. In the absence of such a conflict and in

accordance with and contingent upon required findings that must be made, the Draft EIR
appropriately concludes no significant impact would occur. With respect to the Modified

Alternative 2, which is a modified version of Alternative 2 analyzed in the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR

concludes, similar to the Project, that no conflicts with relevant land use plans and requirements

would occur. (Draft EIR, at p. V-42.) This analysis and conclusion with respect to the Modified

Alternative 2 is confirmed on pages 3-43 and 3-44 in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and

Corrections, of this Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA, this Draft EIR land use consistency analysis appropriately focuses on General

Plan and other plan and rule provisions related to mitigating or avoiding environmental effects,

and not other policy considerations the City would address outside the CEQA context in
evaluating t he Projectds gSe¢ CEQAeGuidatines, & p54250 v a | roe
Appendix G)Thus, t he cstatemeatotf e Mé&phiecrkriyngo certain polici
and objectives is inaccurate and misrepresents the appropriate scope of analysis in an EIR. And

as the commenter does not identify any specific applicable plans, policies or goals that have a

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect with which the Project allegedly conflicts

at all, much less in a manner that would result in a significant environmental impact that the City

purportedly failed to analyze, no further response is required.
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Comment No. ORG 2B-24

1T Change ADO Conditi ons tTle proposeePragect eovrectly stamtedont si z €
be entitled to FAR of 2 (new buildings are allowed to be 2x the land area owned)-- for all the
land covered by Building 1. Currently the land is commercially zoned for the west 19,679 sf
parcel; and residentially zoned fioforretndviegtheent er
AD6O (development | imitation) placed by zoning or
levels in Hollywood; to step buildings down between the commercial and low density
residential area; and to stop any higher density unless Redevelopment restrictions to mitigate
traffic and instill acceptable urban design were met.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-24

This comment refers to the proposed zone change that would amendt he exi sting @ADO |
ordinance (Ord. 165,662) applicabletothe Pr oj ect Siteds center and wes
Project description fully discloses that the Project and Modified Alternative 2 requests this

entittement. (Draft EIR, 11-36.) To the extent the comment addresses the required non-
environmental findngs f or the Citybés approval of the reque.
environmental zoning consistency issues that are not within the scope of CEQA and require no

further response.

To the extent the comment addresskkres Phej cPatogecp @
aesthetic impacts are addressed in Section IV.A-1 of the Draft EIR. That analysis notes that, under

state law SB 743, the aesthetic impacts of mixed-use and employment center projects within a

Transit Priority Area (TPA) such as the Project are not significant impacts under CEQA as a matter

of law. (Draft EIR, p.IV.A-1 . ) Accordingly, the Projectod6s aesthet
as a matter of law under CEQA. This same rule of law applies to the Modified Alternative 2. To

the extent the proposed entitlements would enable the Project and Modified Alternative 2 to be

larger than buildings that would be allowed on the Project Site under the current zoning, the

impacts related to the Project and Modified Alternative 20 s psedo gize are consistently

described, disclosed, and fully analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. In particular, the relevant
development standards required by the existing zoning, and the effects that the proposed

changes in the zoning would have on those development restrictions, are discussed in detail in

the Land Use section of the Draft EIR, on pages IV.H-41 through 46, including the effects that the

requested entitlements would have on the scope of development that would be allowed on the

Project Site if the Project entitlements were approved by the City. In addition, the Draft EIR

analyzes a No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No Density Bonus

Alternative (Alternative 3), which analyzes a development scenario that complies with current
zoning, and rejects this alternative as it fails-s
without eliminating the Projectdéds one siglificant
11.) Thus, the issue of the current and proposed changes to zoning, contrary to the assertion of

the commenter, is fully disclosed and analyzed in the Draft EIR. As the comment does not raise

any specific claims relative to the environmental impacts of the Project and Modified Alternative

2, no further response can be provided at this time.
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Comment No. ORG 2B-25

1 Affordable housing: The project proposes demolition of 44 rent-stabilized residential units. It
proposes to offer current tenants units in the new building at old rents; carry costs during
construction for dislocated tenants; and reimpose rent control (RSO) on those units, plus the
other 66 units which will start at market rents. This is good. However, this is not a guarantee
of any affordability. The Redevelopment Plan ties requests for the FAR increase such as
requested herein to public benefits and affordable housingp but t hi s Project does

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-25

The comment addresses the issue of rent controlled and affordable dwelling units. Public
comments on a Draft EIR are intended to address the environmental impacts of proposed
development projects as analyzed in a Draft EIR. The opportunity for public response to a CEQA
analysis is not the forum for addressing social and economic issues. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15131(a).) For a further informational discussion regarding these issues, please see Topical
Response Nos. 2 and 3. Moreover, the Modified Alternative 2 has been revised to include 17
units of covenanted affordable housing at the Very Low Income level and, as with the Project, the
remainder of the residential apartment units would be subject to the RSO. The Modified
Alternative 2 was so modified to address this concern, and thus provides affordable housing in
line with the request of the commenter and other members of the public who have expressed
concerns over the lack of affordable housing proposed by the Project. City staff will provide the
comment to City decision makers for their consideration in deciding on the Maodified Alternative 2.

Comment No. ORG 2B-26

1 R4Zonedoe snét al TheZenelbange proposed by the Project changes the C4 zone
(intended to limit less desirable raucous uses like pool halls) to the LESS restrictive C2 zone
on the West parcel. The residential R4-2D zone on the Center parcel (implemented in the
Community Plan and AB 283 zoning to provide a buffer between dense commercial and low
density historic district) does not allow a Hotel, so a Zone Change is being requested. C2
zoning reduces the allowed housing units, but there is no calculationand t hi s i snét di s
The DEIR omits clear discussion and quantification, and must be recirculated.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-26

The comment states that the proposed zone change as disclosed in the Draft EIR would allow a
hotel use on the R4-zoned center parcel, where such a use is not allowed under the current
zoning. However, the R4 zoned Center Parcel is not consistent with its General Plan Land Use
designation of Regional Center Commercial. The Regional Center Commercial designation
encourages mixed-use centers that provide jobs, entertainment, culture, and serve the region,
such as hotels. Therefore, the zone change to C2 is required to make Center Parcel zoning
consistent with the General Plan and, in addition, is required to allow the Project6 s hot el us e
Therefore, if the zone change is approved, the Pr
with the Pr oj eNotablySthetModfied Atepnativen2gdoes not include a hotel use,
but changes the Center Parcel zoning from R4 to C2 to achieve consistency with the General
Plan. The Modified Alternative 2 includes only residential apartment uses and ground floor
commercial uses. Therefore, the modifications to the Project reflected in the Modified Alternative
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2 fully address and moot this issue. In any event, the land uses theoretically allowed on the Project
Site by the zoning code and General Plan do not relate to the environmental impacts of the Project
or Modified Alternative 2, they are rather merely zoning consistency issues not relevant under
CEQA.

Additionally, the comment that the C2 zone limits the allowed amount of housing units currently

on the parcel is incorrect as the residential and
code for the C2 zone is the same as the R4 zone. (LAMC, 8§ 12.14-C.2.) Thus, no reduction in

allowed density is proposed. Regardless, the Modified Alternative 26 s pr oposed densi t)
residential units is fully disclosed in the Draft and Final EIR, and the impacts associated with that

amount of residential density are fully analyzed in Alternative 2 (Primarily Residential Mixed-Use

Alternative) in Chapter V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, and in Chapter 3, Revisions,

Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR. Notably, the comment does not identify any

purported deficiency or inconsistency in the description of the Project or the Modified Alternative

2 or the analysis of its environmental impacts at the density proposed.

Recirculation of a Draft EIR is required where (1) A new significant environmental impact would
result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) A
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; (3) A feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents
decline to adopt it; and (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15088.5; Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d
1043). No circumstance warranting recirculation is identified by the comment.

Additionally, State law AB 283, referenced in the comment, requires all zoning within a city to be
consistent with Phan.ci (@o6st . GeGedal) A 65860.) Th
entitlements would rezone the current R4-2D zoned center parcel, which prohibits commercial
uses,toaC2-2 zone, which would be consistent with tha
Use designation of Regional Center Commercial, a commercial designation. Thus, contrary to the

assertion of the commenter, the proposed zone change ensures that the Project Site would

comply with AB 283.

Comment No. ORG 2B-27

1 No code-required public benefits: Thisden s i t y f a s k gongidared urder thg curbeat
Community Plan and the recently -transferred Redevelopment Plan if the project provides
specific public benefits. This Project offers no such benefits.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-27

The comment impliest hat the Projectdés entitlements require
While this comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect
to the content and adequacy of t h e effBatsano furth&l R or t
response is warranted. Public comments on a Draft EIR are intended to address the
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environmental impacts of proposed development projects as analyzed in a Draft EIR. The

opportunity for public response to a CEQA analysis is not the forum for addressing social and

economic issues. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(a).) The comment regarding the provision of
Acommunity benefitsodo in exchange for certain regq
potential environmental impact of the Project, and is thus not an environmental issue under

CEQA. Moreover, the commenter does not cite any provision of the Municipal Code or the
Community Plan that actwually require the provisio
granting of the requested entitlements i such provisions are simply not present in the cited plans.

City staff will provide the comment to City decision makers for their consideration in deciding on

the Modified Alternative 2.

Comment No. ORG 2B-28

1 Exceeds Community Plan top density: The proposed development intensity appears to
exceed the stated cap in both the Hollywood Community Plan (HCP)(80 DU/gross acre) and
the Redevelopment Plan (HRP) 130 DU/acre, triggering a General Plan Amendment
requirement. The DEIR omits all needed calculations to determine this.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-28

While this comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect

to the content and adequacy of the Draft EI'R or |
response is warranted. Moreover, the current Hollywood Community Plan that is in effect (adopted

December 13, 1988), does not impose any density limit on the Project Site. The Redevelopment

Plan similarly imposes no such density limit. Thus, neither cited plan actually mandates

adherence to the densities cited in the comment (no citations to such alleged standards are

provided). Moreover, the consistency of a project with zoning density requirements is not a CEQA

issue and does not relate to the environmental impacts of a project. Additionally, the Modified
Alternative 26 s proposed density of 271 residential unit s
Final EIR, and the impacts associated with that amount of residential density are fully analyzed in

the Draft EIR, particularly in Alternative 2 (Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative) in the

Chapter V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, and in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and

Corrections, of this Final EIR.

Comment No. ORG 2B-29

1 Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan: The Hollywood Community Plan text requires that
projects meet the objectives of the Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan, which was a part
of the Hollywood Redevel opment Pl an Sec 506. 2.
development i s sympathetic to and complements the e
the other 5 objectives address the pedestrian experience. The project fails.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-29

While this comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect
to the content and adequacy of the Draft EI'R or f
response is warranted. The comment asserts that the Project is not consistent with Section
506.2.1 of the Redevelopment Plan, which requires a project to complement the scale of the
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surrounding area. Notably, the Project Site is directly adjacent to two existing high-rise towers.
Additionally, Section 506.2.1 does not present findings that must be made for a demonstration of

a project 6s consistency wi t h t he Redevel opment

Redevelopment Plan states the general objectives of the Hollywood Boulevard District, which
were to be embodied in a future design plan.

And while Section 506.2.1 of the Redevelopment Plan does call upon the former Redevelopment
Agency to develop and i mplement a Holl ywood
the plan was developed in 1993 but never formally adopted by the former Redevelopment
Agency. Following the dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency in 2012 under state law AB1x26,
the state appointed CRA/LA, a Designated Local Authority, as the successor agency to the former
City Redevelopment Agency. Following the failure of the former Redevelopment Agency to adopt
a plan, CRA/LA developed a separate, new draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin
Avenue Design District plan in 2011. However, CRA/LA also never formally adopted the plan. In
November, 2019, pursuant to City Ordinance 186,325, in accordance with Health and Safety

Code Section 34173(i), | and use authority wunder

the Redevelopment Plan, was transferred to the City. The City has not developed and adopted a
Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan. Accordingly, no such plan has ever been adopted and
therefore no such plan is in effect. Thus, no such plan applies to the Project or Modified Alternative
2. City staff will provide the comment to City decision makers for their consideration in deciding
on the Modified Alternative 2.

Comment No. ORG 2B-30

1 Population and housing: By Hol |l ywood Heritageds <cal cul
until the year 2040 needed in Hollywood is already built or entitled.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-30

The commenter asserts that, by its own calculations, all the housing needs in Hollywood until
2040 are already built or entitled. The commenter does not provide any such calculations or
evidence to support this conclusory statement. Population growth and the projected need for
additional housing through 2040 in the Draft EIR is based on the projections produced by the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). As stated on page IV.J-1 of the Draft

Pl

Boul e

ati

EI'R, ASCAG6s mandat ed evelopipgoplars and policieg witlerespecttothe u d e
prog.!

regionds popul ati on growt h, transportation
development. Specifically, SCAG is responsible for preparing the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) and Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), in coordination with other State and
local agencies. These documents include population, employment, and housing projections for

the region and its 13 subregions. The Project

(Draft EIR, at p. IV.J-1.)

The Draft EIR compares the projected increase in residents proposed for the Project against
SCAGOGs pr oj eongrawthinpherpgioh, &hiclh notably envisions the most growth to occur
within High Quality Transit Areas such as the Project Site. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project
would provide housing for significantly less than one percent of such expected growth. (Draft EIR,
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at p. IV-J.15-20.) The Draft EIR also includes a cumulative impacts analysis of the expected growth
from the Project combined with identified related projects, concluding their collective increase in
[ wi tdnip.nV-ILEMEHO0 S
Similar analysis demonstrates that the Modified Alternative 2 would also only supply a small
percentage of anticipated regional growth, as set forth on page V-44 of the Draft EIR (analysis of
Alternative 2, Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative), and in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. This
substantial evidence supports the conclusion that the Modified Alternative 2 is consistent with
anticipated population and housing growth, contrary to the assertion of the commenter.

popul ati on

and

Comment No. ORG 2B-31

housi

ng

ar e

we |

Current Land Area and Development Allowable by Zoning:
Allowable Proposed
Building 2
1765 N Vista del APN 5546-031- 4,043.7 sf *Q) R3
Mar 008 IXL
1771 N Vista del APN 5546-031- 4,042.3 sf *Q) R3
Mar 007 IXL
1779 N. Vista del APN 5546-031- 2.855.9 sf *(Q) R3I
Mar 027 XL
Total 10,941.9 sf | 30’ height 1200 sf lot |3 units
limit area/DU 16,345 sf
9 units
Building |
6210-6218 W APN 5546-031- 17,360.9 sf *R4-2D
Yucca 031
Sliver APN 5546-031- 2,.367.0 sf ##R4-2D
031
Subtotal 19.729.9
225’
6220-6222 W APN 5546-031- 17,339.6 sf **C4-2D-
Yucca, 031 SN
Sliver APN 5546-031- 2,339.7 sf **C4.2D- |97 units +
031 SN |36 hotel
Total 19,679.3 sf | 75’ height 39,358.6 sf | Ms
limit 78,712 sf | 300,603 sf
1.8 acres 225’
50,351.1 DU/Acre!?
Buildable Area 48,022 sf
Sources: LA City ZIMAS for lot areas; Developer Pre-dedication and post dedication project

figures from DEIR

** DEIR Use of LAMC Sec 12.22.A.18 for Hotel use cannot be applied on R4 portion of land,
owing to zoning restrictions and

DEIR Error: LAMC 12.22.A.18 claims R5 densities can be attained, but that contravenes the

Hol |l ywood

* *

i Do

condi ti

Communi ty

on |

Pl
mi t s

an

, and

density

* Q Condition per Ord # 165,662 restricts density to 1,200 sf/DU

t he

code
to 2:

1 FAR
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Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-31

The comment includes a table purporting to set forth the current development standards imposed

by zoning on the Project Site (the City does not concede that this analysis is accurate). While this

comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the
conentand adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Projectos
is warranted. The comment thus does not address any environmental impacts of the Project

requiring a response under CEQA. Moreover, the comment does not account for the entitlements

requested by the Project or Modified Alternative 2, which ensure that they are consistent with

zoning standards as amended.

The relevant development standards required by the existing zoning, and the effects that the
proposed changes in the zoning would have on the development standards under the requested
entitlements, are discussed in detail in the Land Use section of the Draft EIR, on pages IV.H-41
through 46. Thus, the relevant requirements of the current zoning and the manner in which the
requested project approvals would alter that zoning in a manner that would accommodate the
scale of the Project and Modified Alternative 2 are fully disclosed and analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. ORG 2B-32

The FEIR must address accurately and transparently the following:

1 Land Use Plans conflicts a significant adverse effect: Either the conflict with Land Use plans
is described and the DEIR recirculated, or the FEIR must conclude that the Land Use Plan
conflicts are inadequately evaluated, and thus a significant adverse effect.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-32

The comment asserts that the Project conflicts with land use plans and that either the Draft EIR
is recirculated or the Final EIR must conclude that there are significant effects related to conflicts
with land use plans. With respect to conflicts with existing land use plans generally, CEQA does
not require a lead agency to establish that a project achieves perfect conformity with each and
every component of such applicable plans, which often serve a variety of different and sometimes
competing interests (San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San
Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 678; Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa
County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 378.) Rather, a Project must generally be
compatible withplans 8 r el evant overall applicabl e objective
requirements related to environmental issues. Moreover, under the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix
G threshold adopted by the City with respect to Land Use inconsistency, it is only where an alleged
inconsistency results in a significant environmental impact that a requirement to mitigate the effect
would apply.

The Draft EIR, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, analyzes whether the Project
would cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with land use plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Draft EIR,
pp. IV.H-20 7 IV.H-54 . ) I n particul ar, t he Draft cEWR exami
applicable policies and objectives of local plans including the General Plan Framework Element,
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the General Plan Health and Wellness Element, the General Plan Housing Element, the
Hollywood Community Plan (the Land Use Element of the General Plan for the Hollywood Area),
the Hollywood Redevelopment Project and Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 2010
Bicycle Plan, the 2035 Mobility Plan, ZI No. 2427 regarding Health Risk Assessments for Freeway
Adjacent Properties. It also analyzes the Project 6 s consi stency with

Draft EIR concludes that the Project does not generally conflict with the relevant identified land
use plans, policies, or regulations, as analyzed. In the absence of such a conflict and in
accordance with and contingent upon required findings that must be made, the Draft EIR
appropriately concludes no significant impact would occur. The comment puts forth no evidence
or information that would suggest this analysis and conclusion are not supported by substantial

evidence.

Recirculation of a Draft EIR is only required where (1) A new significant environmental impact
would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2)
A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; (3) A feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents
decline to adopt it; and (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (CEQA
Guidelines, 8§ 15088.5; Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d
1043). No circumstance warranting recirculation is identified by the comment.

Comment No. ORG 2B-33

9 Calculations: Table IV.H-6 must be revised and corrected to show real numbers, not the

t

erroneous conclusion of ANo Cond 4oning PROPOSEW o

(C2, etc.) and the zoning EXISTING. The Table currently mixes up the two to cherry pick
whatever is advantageous.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-33

The comment asserts that Table IV.H-6 within the Land Use and Planning section of Chapter 4
of the Draft EIR must be revised to demonstrate the current zoning of the Project Site. First, the
current zoning of the Project Site is fully disclosed in the Project Description (page 11-36) and in
the analysis accompanying Table 1V.H-8 on pages IV.H-41 through 46. Second, the Table does

he 20

scen

not need to be revised because it appropriately

relevant zoning standards that would apply if the Project is approved i there is no requirement

and it would serve no purpose under CEQAt o anal yze a projectds consi st

requirements that would no longer apply to a project once approved.

In addition, to the extent the comment alludes to inconsistencies between the Project, Modified
Alternative 2, and zoning requirements not related to environmental impacts, it addresses issues
not relevant to CEQA and the Draft EIR. No further response is required on such issues.
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Comment No. ORG 2B-34

1T Change of #AD®M EHmoddiytwiomrd:, t he ADO and AQO0 condit |
remove were implemented to mitigate environmental effect, as evidenced in multiple
documents accompanying Council adoptcomlitons Thus
without analyzing the impacts they were mitigating must lead to DEIR revision, or an FEIR
conclusion of significant adverse effect.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-34

The comment first asserts, incorrectly and without citation to evidence, thatex i st i ng ADO0 and
limitations adopted by ordinance that are applicable to the Project Site were adopted to mitigate
environment al effects. To the contrary, the nADO
Ordinance No. 165,622, is a standard zoning ordinance that regulates the size of buildings,

densities and requires that certain Redevelopment Plan consistency findings be made in the

approval of development projects. It does not, and was not intended to, mitigate environmental

impacts. The comment provides no evidence or information to the contrary.

To the extent the proposed removal of the ADO and
the Project and Modified Alternative 2 to be larger than buildings that would be allowed on the

Project Site under the current zoning, the impacts related to the Project and Modified Alternative

20s proposed size are consistently described, di s«
EIR. In particular, the relevant development standards required by the existing zoning, and the

effects that the proposed changes in the zoning would have on those development restrictions,

are discussed in detail in the Land Use section of the Draft EIR, on pages IV.H-41 through 46,
including the effects that altering the ADO0O and
would have on the scope of development that would be allowed on the Project Site if the Project

entittements were approved by the City. Thus, the issue, contrary to the assertion of the

commenter, is fully disclosed and analyzed in the Draft EIR. Based on the consistency of the

Project and Modified Alternative 2 with the proposed changes in zoning, the Draft EIR concludes

based on substantial evidence that a less than significant impact with respect to relevant land use

regulations would occur.

Comment No. ORG 2B-35

1 Zone Change: FEIR must clarify the justification and effects for changing the zone from more
restrictive C4 to less restrictive C2 usesd such as allowing a Hotel is a lower density
residential zone, plus perhaps outdoor and rooftop bars if that is the reason. FEIR must
acknowledge what is the accompanying adverse environmental impact; and put forth the
necessary conditions and mitigation measures to control noise, glare, traffic, and public safety
T whatever reasons customarily keep hotels out of residential zones. Amplified outdoor noise
is a significant issue in Hollywood projectsd and must be evaluated and mitigated. As noted
above, the scrambling of current and proposed zones in the DEIR hides reality.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-35

The comment asserts that that the proposed zone change to allow a hotel use on the R4-zoned
center parcel disclosed in the Draft EIR must be justified and its adverse effects analyzed and
mitigated, if necessary, where such a use is not allowed under the current zoning. To the extent
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the proposed entitlements would enable the Project and Modified Alternative 2 to be larger than

buildings allowed on the Project Site under the current zoning, and to include different uses, the

impacts related to the Project and to Modified Alternative 2 are described, disclosed, and fully

analyzed throughout the Draft EIR and Final EIR. In particular, the relevant development

standards required by the existing zoning, and the effects the proposed changes in the zoning

would have on those development restrictions, are discussed in detail on pages IV.H-41 through

IV.H-46 of Section IV. H, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR and at pages 3-43 and 3-44 of

Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR, including the effects that

the requested entitlements would have on the scope of development that would be allowed on

the Project Siteift he Pr oject 6s or Modified Alternative 20s
In addition, the Draft EIR analyzes a No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential,

No Density Bonus Alternative (Alternative 3), which presents a development scenario that
complies with current zoning, but rejects this al
ei ght identified Project Objectives without el i
unavoidable impact. (Draft EIR, pp. V-110-V-111 of Chapter V, Alternatives.) Thus, the issue of

the current and proposed changes to zoning, contrary to the assertion of the commenter, is fully

disclosed and analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Further, the Modified Alternative 2 does not include a hotel use, but rather includes only residential
apartment uses and ground floor commercial uses. Therefore, the modifications to the Project
reflected in the Modified Alternative 2 fully address and moot this issue. In this instance, the land
uses allowed on the Project Site by the zoning code and General Plan do not relate to the
environmental impacts of the Project or Modified Alternative 2, but are rather zoning consistency
issues not relevant under CEQA. Moreover, justification for the zone changes is provided as part
of the entitlement approval or disapproval and is not required by CEQA. The Pr oj ect
impacts with respect to noise, traffic are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR, in Chapter 4, Sections
IV.I and IV.L, and with respect to the Modified Alternative 2 in Chapter V, Alternatives, and in
Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR. The impacts related to
glare are aesthetics impacts that are analyzed in the Draft EIR with respect to the Project in
Chapter IV.A, and, respect to the Modified Alternative 2 in Chapter 5, Alternatives, and in Chapter
3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR. The comment does not identify any
specific impacts of the Project or Modified Alternative 2, and provides no information regarding
any purported deficiencies of the analysis of the cited issues, therefore no further response can
be provided.

[@))
(7]

pot

Comment No. ORG 2B-36

9 Project Description to include detailed information on the site within the Vista del Mar/Carlos
Historic District and urban design illustrations.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-36

The location of the Project Site in relation to the Vista de Mar/Carlos Historic District is fully and
sufficiently disclosed in the Draft EIR. (See Draft EIR, p. IV.C-20thriough IV.C-24, and IV.C-35,
and Figure IV.C-1 of Section IV. C, Cultural Resources.)
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Comment No. ORG 2B-37

1 Hollywood Boulevard Urban Design Plan: FEIR must include evaluation of the objectives AND
specifics of the 1993 Plan., as expected as a part of the Hollywood Community Plan. As the
project is not sympathetic to and complementing the existing scale of development, this should
be explicitly recognized as a significant adverse effect

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-37
See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-29.

Comment No. ORG 2B-38

1 Haul Route: If this EIR provides environmental clearance for a haul route, then the truck trips
must be calculated and haulingbds effects on traf

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-38

The commenter asserts that construction truck trips must be calculated and effects on traffic and
noise must be assessed. An analysis of the environmental impacts on noise from Project haul
trucks traveling on the prescribed haul routes is provided in detail on pages IV.I-33 through IV.I-
35 in Section IV.l, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, the analysis considered the
maximum daily truck trips and determined that haul truck traffic noise impacts would be less than
significant under all three potential haul route options.

An analysis of the environmental impacts on traffic from Project haul trucks traveling on the

prescribed haul routes is provided in detail on pages IV.L-24 and IV.L-25, page IV.L-35, and pages

IV.L-38 and IV.L-39 in Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, the

analysis considered the maximum daily truck trips and determined that haul truck traffic would not

impede school drop-offandpick-up acti vities or the use of LAUSDO:
to access Cheremoya Avenue Elementary School, or any other local school for which these routes

may be used for access and would not result in significant impacts for emergency access during
construction. Also, as discussedonpagelV.L-1, t he Cityds Transportation
(TAG)i dent i f-CEQ@Arhsgartation issues, which include construction traffic, amongst
otherissues. Anal yses of-CEQAGei sfimwes are not requarered by
not included in the Draft EIR. However, prior to the adoption of the TAG, an analysis of
construction traffic was prepared as part of a Traffic Study prepared by Gibson Transportation

Consulting, dated February 2018, pursuant to a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with

LADOT dated July 27, 2015. Accordingly, the construction traffic analysis included as part of the

Traffic Study is provided for informational purposes only in Appendix L-2 of the Draft EIR.

Therefore, CEQA trafficimpactsas eval uat ed p efromhadl euck€would lie sessT A G

than significant.

Comment No. ORG 2B-39

1 Entitlements requests- where?: The Poject [sic] Description should include the full listing and
explanation of the entitlements and processesd such as Haul Routes or Site Plan Reviewd
that this EIR will be used to justify. Ifwe missedit-t hat 6 s what @erioddaives.d r evi e
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Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-39

The comment inaccurately asserts that the entitlements requested by the Project are not listed in

the Project Description. The entitlements requested by the Project are listed in Chapter Il, Project
Description, Subsection 9, Necessary Approvals, of the Draft EIR. The proposed entitlements are

described according the relevant LAMC requirement, such as Site Plan Review, and are

discussed in greater detail in the referenced LAMC sections. The listing of necessary approvals,

as presented in the Draft EIR, is the standard format used in all City of Los Angeles EIRs. Haul

routes, as with building permits and other details, are typically developed during the approval of

the Construction Traffic Management Plan required under PDF-TRAF-1. The final construction

details required under PDF-TRAF-1 mu st be approved by the LADOT
understanding of routing that would result in the least impact to the public during construction.

Comment No. ORG 2B-40

3. Redevelopment Plan obligations remain in force. The pr oject és i mpact mus
evaluated, and added, with DEIR recirculated. The transfer of all land use responsibilities for
this Project site from the CommuniesignatiRieata vel op m
Authority to the City of Los Angeles has taken place, and the DEIR was not updated or
corrected to reflect reality. Analysis of conformance of this Project to the Hollywood
Redevelopment Plan (HRP)& the major land use controls in effect for over 30 years in central
Hollywood-- is notoriously missing from this DEIR!

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-40

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR omits discussion of the transfer of land use authority from
the CRAJ/LA to the City and lacks analysis of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. In November,
2019, pursuant to City Ordinance 186,325, in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section

34173(i), |l and wuse authority wunder the Cityos e
Redevelopment Plan, was transferred from CRA/LA, the state-appointed successor agency to the
Citybds for mer Redevel opment Agency, to the City

transferring regulatory authority of a plan from one agency to another i it does not relate to, affect,
or otherwise regard in any manner the environmental impacts of the Project. The Redevelopment
Plan transfer ordinance is thus not a CEQA issue, and neither is the consistency of the Project or
Modified Alternative 2 with its general, non-environmental provisions. Moreover, an analysis of
the consistency of the Project with the relevant sections of the Redevelopment Plan is provided
in the Land Use and Planning section of Chapter IV of the Draft EIR, at pp. IV.H-38-41. This
analysis concludes based on substantial evidence that the Project would not conflict with relevant
provisions of the plan.

Recirculation of a Draft EIR is only required where (1) A new significant environmental impact
would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2)
A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; (3) A feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents
decline to adopt it; and (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
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conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (CEQA
Guidelines, 8 15088.5; Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d
1043). No circumstance warranting recirculation is identified by the comment.

Comment No. ORG 2B-41

This DEIR points to a June 2012 #AChris Essel
of justification for fAforgettingod about alll
very strange. The facts are that the Argyle Hotel was approved with all required CRA review,
processing, and findings, and an OPA agreement when CRA was operating. The developer paid
to mitigate traffic problems. While that approval had errors, at least the process was followed. It
doesndt pamsallual i bhihing aboutihs Yuccaemjéect; mmd i snot
today.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-41

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not address CRA/LA review of the Project or
Modified Alternative 2. In November, 2019, pursuant to City Ordinance 186,325, in accordance
with Health and Safety Code Section 34173/
redevelopment plans, including the Redevelopment Plan, was transferred to the City. Regarding
consistency findings with the Redevelopment Plan, the Draft EIR indicates they must be made by
the City in approving the Project (the same is true of the Modified Alternative 2). (Draft EIR, on p.
IV.H-41.) To the extent the comment alleges that the Draft EIR lacks discussion of the
Redevelopment Plan, an analysis of the consistency of the Project with the relevant sections of
the Redevelopment Plan is provided in the Land Use and Planning section of Chapter IV of the
Draft EIR, at pp. IV.H-38-41. This analysis concludes based on substantial evidence that the
Project would not conflict with relevant provisions of the plan.

The remainder of the comment addresses the Project itself and not any environmental impacts of
the Project. It appears to refer to issues related to administrative process and entitlements, and
therefore is not related to the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. References to a separate
projectdés omwanwypirrocremesnt al anal ysi s, and mit
analysis of the Project and Modified Alternative 26 s pot ent i al i mylale this
comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the

content and adequacy of the Draft EI R orespondee

is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 2B-42

The argument the DEIR is trying to make, but fails, is that CRA-planned lots can be upzoned,

me mo «
the r

the pr

i), | e

igatio
i n th

Proj e

changed, or have discretionary fgiftso to devel op:

CRA involvement, fi ndi ngs, or processes. That wasnot
true now; and even if everything requested by the Project is ultimately granted, conflicts with
current planning must still be disclosed according to CEQA. The purpose of CEQA is to disclose
the actual requirements, so the public and decision-makers can openly decide whether the 30
years of planning should be thrown down the drain or not.
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Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-42

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR lacks discussion of the Redevelopment Plan. An analysis
of the consistency of the Project with the relevant sections of the Redevelopment Plan is provided
in the Land Use and Planning section of Chapter IV of the Draft EIR, on pp. IV.H-38-41. Regarding
consistency findings with the Redevelopment Plan, the Draft EIR indicates they must be made by
the City in approving the Project (the same is true of the Modified Alternative 2). (Draft EIR, on p.
IV.H-41))

To the extent the proposed entitlements would enable the Project and Modified Alternative 2 to

be larger than buildings that would be allowed on the Project Site under the current zoning, the

impacts related to the Project and Modified Alternative 26 s pr oposed size are
described, disclosed, and fully analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. In particular, the relevant
development standards required by the existing zoning, and the effects that the proposed

changes in the zoning would have on those development restrictions, are discussed in detail in

the Land Use section of the Draft EIR, on pages IV.H-41 through 46, including the effects that the

requested entitlements would have on the scope of development that would be allowed on the

Project Site if the Project entitlements were approved by the City. In addition, the Draft EIR

analyzes a No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No Density Bonus

Alternative (Alternative 3), which analyzes a development scenario that complies with current

zoning, and rejects thisalter nati ve as it fails to meet 5 of th
without eliminating the Projectds one siglificant
11.) Thus, the issue of the current and proposed changes to zoning, contrary to the assertion of

the commenter, is fully disclosed and analyzed in the Draft EIR. As the comment does not raise

any specific claims relative to the environmental impacts of the Project and Modified Alternative

2, no further response can be provided at this time.

Comment No. ORG 2B-43

Not consistent with Redevelopment Plan: Land Use section fails to address the specifics of the
Redevelopment Plan. Table IV-H.5 recites a few of the Plan goals, cherry-pickedd to conclude

this project compliespagdlVH-4besays . A Appgroovtalot @f otmnh
require a finding of consistency with the Holl ywc
Specifically, the following govern permits:

1 Hollywood Core Transition District- Building 2
1 Hollywood Boulevard District Urban Design Plan- Building 1

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-43

The commenter refers generally to consistency findings with the Redevelopment Plan, which the
Draft EIR indicates must be made by the City in approving the Project (the same is true of the
Modified Alternative 2). (Draft EIR, on p. IV.H-41.) With respect to alleged conflicts with existing
land use plans, CEQA does not require a lead agency to establish that a project achieves perfect
conformity with each and every component of such applicable plans, which often serve a variety
of different and sometimes competing interests (San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan
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v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 678; Napa Citizens for Honest
Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 378.) Rather, a
Project must generally be compatible with plansbo
use restrictions and requirements related to environmental issues. Moreover, under the CEQA

Guidelines Appendix G threshold adopted by the City with respect to Land Use inconsistency, it

is only where an inconsistency results in a significant environmental impact that a requirement to

mitigate the effect would apply.

The Draft EIR, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, analyzes whether the Project

would cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with land use plans, policies, or

regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Draft EIR,

pp. IV.H-20 7 IV.H-54 . ) I n particul ar, the Draft EI R exami
applicable policies and objectives of local plans including the General Plan Framework Element,

the General Plan Health and Wellness Element, the General Plan Housing Element, the

Hollywood Community Plan (the Land Use Element of the General Plan for the Hollywood Area),

the Hollywood Redevelopment Project and Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 2010

Bicycle Plan, the 2035 Mobility Plan, ZI No. 2427 regarding Health Risk Assessments for Freeway

Adj acent Properties. |t also analyzes the Project ¢
EIR concludes that the Project does not generally conflict with the relevant identified land use

plans, policies, or regulations, as analyzed. In the absence of such a conflict and in accordance

with and contingent upon required findings, the Draft EIR appropriately concludes no significant

impact would occur. As noted, an analysis of the consistency of the Project with the relevant

sections of the Redevelopment Plan is provided in the Land Use and Planning section of Chapter

IV of the Draft EIR, on pp. IV.H-38-41. This analysis concludes based on substantial evidence

that the Project would not conflict with relevant provisions of the plan. The comment provides no

basis and no substantial evidence to suggest this analysis is inadequate or improper.

Comment No. ORG 2B-44

FEIR must address accurately and transparently the following:

1 Redevelopment Plan analysis and DEIR recirculation: CEQA requires an accurate reflection
of all applicable sections of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, not the goals. If goals are
cited, then every goal must be analyzed. Citing goals and opining that they are met is
inadequate. The goals for historic resources and procedures for protection are blindingly
hidden. For example, the same Sec 506 of the Redevelopment Plan which allows considering
a 6:1 FAR also mandates that the City monitor tr
Center density reaches 2:1 FAR. Our calculations show that has happened.

1 Case Processing: FEIR to identify City Planning procedures required for case processing
under the Redevel opment Pl an. This EIR can not
Redevelopment Plan without first identifying the conflicts with it and the environmental effect
if the Project is approved, and following all procedures

1 New Mitigation Measure: Unless the FEIR and consultation with Hollywood Heritage produces
a compliant redesign, new Land Use measure must be added to assume a significant adverse
effect and require future of both buildings, design review in accordance with the Hollywood
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Urban Design Plan requirements and the Hollywood Core Transition District requirements
must be carried out in this environmental review, or a significant adverse effect admitted.

1 Urban Design: FEIR and project re-design must reflect minimum 20% affordable units as
required by the Urban Design Plan, as well as a reduction of overall project size to a 4.5 FAR.

9 Hollywood Heritage review of demolition: Please see our first response to the Historic
Assessment in the Cultural Resources discussion.

1 Public Benefits: FEIR must cite process, calculations, and required findings for a 6:1 FAR
flasko. Pr oj e ct absence of trgmgpartatien/traffie effects as required by the
Redevelopment Plan, not using VMT analysis, but LOS analysis so that the local gridlock is
analyzed. Provide commitment to public benefits accruing to historic buildingsd through a
transfer of development rights-- or other public mechanism or the development intensity
cannot be considered.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-44

The comment refers generally to consistency findings with the Redevelopment Plan, which the
Draft EIR discloses must be made by the City in approving the Project (the same is true of the
Modified Alternative 2). (Draft EIR, on p. IV.H-41.) The Draft EIR, consistent with Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines, analyzes whether the Project would cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Draft EIR, pp. IV.H-20 7 1V.H-54.) In particular,

t he Draft EIR examines the Pr o] iescahdiobjectoresiofdocabt ency

plans including the General Plan Framework Element, the General Plan Health and Wellness
Element, the General Plan Housing Element, the Hollywood Community Plan (the Land Use
Element of the General Plan for the Hollywood Area), the Hollywood Redevelopment Project and
Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 2010 Bicycle Plan, the 2035 Mobility Plan, ZI No. 2427
regarding Health Risk Assessments for Freeway Adjacent Properties. It also analyzes the
Project 6s ¢ on 2016 RTP/B8CSy ThevDraftlEIR tdmaudes that the Project does not
generally conflict with the relevant identified land use plans, policies, or regulations, as analyzed.
In the absence of such a conflict and in accordance with and contingent upon required findings
that must be made, the Draft EIR appropriately concludes no significant impact would occur.

As noted, an analysis of the consistency of the Project with the relevant sections of the
Redevelopment Plan is provided in the Land Use and Planning section of Chapter IV of the Draft
EIR, on pp. IV.H-38-41. This analysis concludes based on substantial evidence that the Project
would not conflict with relevant provisions of the plan. Moreover, as noted on Page IV.H-41 of the
Draft EIR, an increase up to and beyond 6:1 FAR is allowed by applicable municipal code
provisions and the Redevelopment Plan with the adoption of certain findings, upon which the no
significant impact conclusion made in the Draft EIR is made contingent. (Draft EIR, p. IV.H-41))
The comment provides no basis and no substantial evidence to suggest this analysis is
inadequate or improper.

Moreover, notably, Section 506 of the Redevelopment Plan does not place a moratorium on all
development in the Redevelopment Plan area once the total FAR in the area exceeds 2:1, it
instead only requires the former Redevelopment Agency to make certain reports and conduct
certain analyses once that threshold is surpassed. (Redevelopment Plan, § 506.2.3.) This not a
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requirement that applies to the Project or the Modified Alternative 2, but is rather an area-wide
requirement, and is thus not relevant to the Proje
only provides a conclusory assertion that this FAR threshold has been met, which is not

substantial evidence of the alleged fact and requires no further response.

With respect to the Hollywood Urban Design Plan, see Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-29.
With respect to alleged historic impacts, see Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-4. With respect
to alpefbkedcibenefits, 0 see Resp2Zinse to Comment No

Comment No. ORG 2B-45

4. Aesthetics: FEIR must address accurately and transparently the aesthetic effect on
historic resources.

Building 2, proposed as infill to the Vista del Mar/ Carlos Historic District, would be a new addition

to the District must comply with Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation # 8 and 10,

which are more deeply explored in the National Park Service Preservation Brief #14. Preservation

Brief #14 statesthatthebui | di ng height is one of the most i mp
new addition should always be subordinate to the historic building; it should not compete in size,

scal e or design wi t HHowevere Holwwoed Herithge madintaingl tihat theg . o
demolition of 1771 and 1765 Vista del Mar is preventable, and that rehabilitation is the appropriate

solution.

Building 1 rises above its neighbors on the other corners of Argyle. By virtue of its scale and
massing there is no attempt at compatibility with the neighboring district to the east. It will further
block views to and from the hills, adding to the altered appearance of this section of Hollywood.
See Appx. 2 for comparison of Building 1 against the 1993 Urban Design Guidelines.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-45

The comment asserts that the Projectés Building
Standards for Rehabilitation Nos. 8 and 10, and that the Project should preserve and rehabilitate
the current structures at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista del Mar Avenue. It also asserts that the scale

and massing of the Projectds Building 1 is not <co
the former City Redevel opment Agencyds purported

As discussed on pages IV.C-36 and IV.C-37 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
though the Project would not directly impact and is not rehabilitating any historic buildings, the
design of Building 2 aligns with Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, Standard 9
because the adjacent new construction would not destroy any of the historic materials that
characterize the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District.1> The new construction would be
differentiated from the old and would be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and
architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the District and its environment. The
Project would also align with Standards 10 because, if removed in the future, the essential form

15y.s. Dept. of Interior, The Secretary of Interioros
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (2017), at p. 76.
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and integrity of the existing Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District would be unimpaired. The

Projectdés alignment with Standards 9 and 10

o

Rehabilitation further substantiates the concl

Mar/Carlos Historic District are less than significant under CEQA.

f t
usi

Regarding the Project 0 pagdd3-Bladd 38%9of CQhapten3s Regisons, f or t h

Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would eliminate
Building 2 and, its place, retain the current residential structures at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del
Mar Avenue. The comment with respect to Building 2 is thus fully addressed by the Modified
Alternative 2.

Notably, although the Modified Alternative 2 would preserve the two existing residential structures
located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista del Mar Avenue, as set forth in Chapter IV.C, Cultural

Resources, and Appendices D-1andD-2 of t he Draft EIR, the Draft E

based on substantial evidence, that these structures are not contributors to the Vista Del
Mar/Carlos Historic District because previous construction work on the buildings that occurred
outside of the identified period of historic significance for the district has resulted in a loss of
integrity, causing the buildings to no longer convey sufficient historic significance so as to validly
be considered part of the district. (See e.g., Draft EIR, Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, page
IV.C-35.) Under CEQA, compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings is deemed sufficient mitigation to reduce a
potentially significant impact to a historic resource to a less than significant level. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064.5(b)(3).) However, mitigation is only required where a project would result in
a potentially significant impact in the first instance. (CEQA Guidelines § 15070(b); Mira Mar
Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 495.) Here, as stated,
above, neither the Project nor the Modified Alternative 2 would result in a potentially significant
impact to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, as determined in the Draft EIR and supported
by substantial evidence therein particularly as set forth in Chapter IV.C, Cultural Resources, and
Appendices D-1 and D-2 of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, as analyzed for the Project in Chapter
IV.C, Cultural Resources, t he Pr oj e ¢whiéhds n@ pairt bf dMbdifigd Alkernative 2) is
concluded, based on substantial evidence, t o be consi stent wi t h

Standards. As set forth on pages 3-35 through 3-38 in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and

Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 20 s pr eser vati on tedfat t he

t

he

Se

bu

1765 and 1771 Vista del Mar would al so cforthegl y wi t}

supporting the conclusion that the Modified Alternative 2 would not have a significant impact on
the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District.

With respe ¢ t to the Projectébés Building 1 tower
addressed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. That analysis notes that, under State law
SB 743, the aesthetic impacts of mixed-use and employment center projects within a Transit
Priority Area (TPA) such as the Project are not significant impacts under CEQA as a matter of
law. (Draft EIR, Section IV.A, page IV.A-1.) The same is true for the Modified Alternative 2. Thus,
a claim that the Project or the Modified Alternative 2 would block views to and from the Hollywood
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Hills does not relate to an impact recognized under CEQA. Even so, for informational purposes,

the Projectodos potential i mp ac t-% thoonghWiAQ#rsSedione

IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, which concludes that any such visual interference would not be
substantial in light of the development of the two existing towers adjacent to the Project on the
corner of Yucca Street and Argyle Avenues, in addition to the number of other high rise-buildings
in close proximity to the Project Site. As discussed on page 3-29 of Chapter 3, Revisions,
Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, this same analysis applies to and results in the
same conclusion for the Modified Alternative 2. In light of the fact that, with the construction of the
Project or the Modified Alternative 2, three of four street corners at the intersection of Yucca Street
and Argyle Avenue will contain high-rise towers, the comment that the Project would be
inconsistent with the immediate surroundings at that intersection is inaccurate. Notably, the Draft
EI'R analyzes the Projectodos potential aesthe
on pages IV.A-23 and IV.A-24 of Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, and concludes based
on an analysis of the visual features of the tower that views from and to the historic district would
not significantly impact the district. With respect to the Modified Alternative 2, the aesthetics
impacts of the similar Alternative 2 on the historic district and surrounding area are analyzed in
pages V-33 and V-34 of Section V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, and determined to be less than

significant, similar to the Project. The Modi f i ed Adsthanr sgrificantvaesthelid s

impacts on the historic district are identified in the Final EIR, on pages 3-29 through 3-31, of
Chapter3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections.

Finally, regarding the comment 6s rieek, ¢he Guidelimes t o

were not adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency and have never been adopted, and
therefore do not apply to the Project or Modified Alternative 2 (for more information see Response
to Comment No. ORG 2B-29, above).

Comment No. ORG 2B-46

5. ELDP and Streamlining: Cer t i fi ed as an AEnvironment al
the Project qualifies under AB 900 of 2011, as amended by SB 743 (2013) and SB 734 (2016)

and AB 246 to avoid or shorten t m®B37s5imaansdnor

accelerated timeline for the developer under CEQA.

The Project signed an agreement in 7/26/2017 with the State of California promising rapid
production of jobs (by 2019) and great reductions in car use and greenhouse gasses. It appears
that approval has expired, according to documents on the OPR website. The City Planning
Department should require clarity if this has changed. Other projects must be finally approved
by the City before January 1, 2021.

The DEIR does not reflect that the Project will indeed meet these requirements: who is responsible

t o monitor, and how resul ts wi || be monitored.
and

t

protection from CEQA | awsuits before permits
withthedevel oper 6s promi ses happens during construct

the City condition the project visibly.
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The FEIR should transparently describe these state-granted benefits and requirements; whether
the developer in compliance with their requirements and deadlines; and clarify where in the EIR

the conformance with the developerdés requir
DEIR must be recirculated. FEIR should transparently disclose developer responsibilities

1 ELDP MM1: Condition the Project with specific Project Design Features to implement the
promises to the State, clarifying what City agency is monitoring: includes purchasing carbon
offsets, paying prevailing wage rates, certifying LEED Gold or Silver required per law, etc. and
require that the Certificate of Occupancy is withheld if the Project does not successfully
complete the promised measures, as required in the law

1 Energy Conservation Project Design Feature: FEIR must show the unequivocal commitment

ement s

to the State t o ac Ipplieantshallcsgbmitaibihding @mmitment to délayh e a

operating the project until it receives LEED Gold Certification or better. If, upon completion of
construction, LEED Gold Certification or better is delayed as a result of the certification
process rather than a project deficiency, the applicant may petition the Governor to approve
project operation pending completion of t
delays, the current LEED version (not the 2014 version cited) must be required.

1 Traffic/Transportation: Project transportation/traffic measures must ensure 15% improvement
in transportation efficiency over comparable projects. All promised mitigations in TDM
Program and vehicle parking promises made to the State must be formally incorporated in the
Project conditions, specifying the responsible agency, implementation procedure, and
monitoring. The FEIR must identify any discrepancies between what was promised to the
State and what will be provided.

1 Greenhouse Gases: Project must have zero net increase in greenhouse gas emissions. The
Project fails this requirement and commits to purchasing carbon offsets. The City of Los
Angeles must clarify what legitimizes a seller of carbon offsets, and what the time frame is for
complying first with the construction-related GHG emissions, and then with all the subsequent
operational years. The damage to our atmosphere from this kind of construction happens now.
Environmental Leadership is never evidenced in new high-rise construction, so a believable
purchase of offsets is needed.

i Recognition of wastefulness of demolition

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-46

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not including information showing that the Project
would meet the ELDP requirements included in the agreement dated July 27, 2017, how the
Projectdos compliance will be monitored and
EIR must be recirculated to provide this information and that the Final EIR should include the
mitigation measures and project design features listed in the comment ensuring that the Project
will fulfill the ELDP requirements.

Unlike the statutory requirements contained in CEQA and the regulatory requirements contained
in the CEQA Guidelines, the provisions contained in Public Resources Sections 21178 et seq. set
forth a voluntary process through which a development project can be certified by the Governor
as an Environmental Leadership Development Project (ELDP) by meeting certain requirements
for that certification; if the projectrecei ves t he Governoro6s certifi
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benefits, including, as the commenter acknowledges, streamlined litigation if the project is

challenged. This process is outside the normal CEQA review process and, therefore, is not

required to be analyzed in an EIR, and the EIR need not be revised and recirculated to provide

the detailed information and add mitigation measures and project design features as the comment

suggests. (See Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (2016)

6 Cal . App.5th 160, 198, fn. 26 (the Governoros c
purposes).)

Moreover, the comment fails to recognize the information and substantial evidence contained in
the Draft EIR relating to the issues raised by the commenter. The Draft EIR does discuss the
Project s cert i fOnpmagetlM.Fo88 of SestioralVi.F, GreeDHduse Gas Emissions,
although not required under CEQA, the Draft EIR states that the Project would voluntarily meet
the requirements of the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership
Act, which requires, among other things, that the Project qualify for LEED Silver Certification, be
located on an infill site, and not result in any net additional GHG emissions. The Project will meet
the commitments documented in the Application for Environmental Leadership Development
Project, inclusive, of Exhibits 1 through 7, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Staff
Evaluation, the Gov er gibdity,bhe Letieeto ointlAudgeaGommnittee and E | i
the Joint Budget Committee Concurrence Letter, all of which are contained in Appendix G-2 of
the Draft EIR.

The energy conservation PDF suggested by the comment is not required, since the Project is
already designed to achieve such certification. As described on pages 11-29 and 11-30 of Chapter
I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would be designed and operated to meet or
exceed the applicable requirements of the State of California Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen) and the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code, and would achieve United States
Green Building Standards (USGBC) Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
Gold Certification under the LEED version 2009 (v3) or the Silver Certification under the LEED v4
rating system, and would incorporate measures and performance standards to support its LEED
Gold or Silver Certification that are described further on those pages.

With regard to the no net additional GHG emissions provision, the requirements for obtaining

carbon credits are provided in Exhibit 3 to the Application for Environmental Leadership
Development Project, which is contained in Appendix G-2 of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein,

the Project Sponsor shall enter into one or more contracts to purchase voluntary carbon credits

from a qualified GHG emissions broker from an accredited registry in an amount sufficient to offset

the Projectds construction and operational emi s si
Project Sponsor providing copies of cal cul ations
following transmittal of the calculations to the City of Los Angeles. Further, as stated on page

IV.F-44 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project incorporates

PDF-GHG-1, GHG Emissions Offsets, which requires the Project to provide or obtain GHG

emission offsets as requiredinthe Pr oj ect 6 s ELDP certification and r

The Projectds transportati on Tensportatien,obtheiDeft BIR. ovi de d
As discussed on pages IV.L-42 and 1V.L-43, the Project would be required to implement mitigation
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measure MM-TRAF-1. This mitigation measure requires that the Project Applicant prepare and
implement a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to promote
non-auto travel and reduce the use of single-occupant vehicle trips. The TDM Program shall be
subject to review and approval by the Department of City Planning and Los Angeles Department
of Transportation (LADOT). A covenant and agreement shall be implemented to ensure that the
TDM Program shall be maintained. The exact measures to be implemented shall be determined
when the Program is prepared, prior to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the Project.
While the exact measures are not determined, MM-TRAF-1 includes two strategies that must, at
a minimum, be included in the TDM Program: unbundled parking and promotions and marketing.
The TDM Program is required to achieve a particular standard, that being a VMT reduction that
would be below the applicable VMT threshold(s) established in the Transportation Assessment
Guidelines which would be verified through such means that could include monitoring or reporting,
as required by the City. Mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 ~ wi | | be enforced
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, which is included in the Final EIR.

With respect to construction and demolition waste, the Draft EIR recognizes the requirements to
reduce demolition waste. As discussed on page IV.N.1-19 in Section IV.N.1, Utilities and Service
Systems i Water, Wastewater and Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, the City has adopted the City
of Los Angeles Solid Waste Management Policy Plan (CiSWMPP) as required by the Integrated
Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 939, Sher), the objective of which is to promote
source reduction or recycling for a minimum of 50 percent of the City's waste by 2000, or as soon
as possible thereafter, and 70 percent of the waste by 2020. Project construction demolition would
comply with requirements to recycle or reuse nonhazardous construction and demolition debris,
as stated on page IV.F-59 of the Draft EIR and would be accomplished via a Waste Hauler Permit
Program requiring that C&D waste collected at the Project Site be taken to a City-certified waste
processing facility for sorting and final distribution in compliance with recycling or reuse mandates.

It should be noted that, as described in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of
this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 incorporates the same PDFs and would implement the
same mitigation measures as the Project.

Comment No. ORG 2B-47

6. Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative- inclusion of a reduced density
alternative that does not encroach on historic district boundaries.

Hollywood Heritage f i nds t he Alternatives provided donobt

effectsd some deriving simply because the analysis is missing from the DEIR, and some resulting
from an erroneous conclusion.

1 The DEIR offers no preservation alternative: An alternative which does not encroach into the
identified boundaries of the historic district is essential to the evaluation of the project. There
are still questions of appropriate uses and density, but without an alternative which protects
the historic district, the DEIR is deficient.

i Maintain and rehabilitate the Vista del Mar Historic District: The loss of 1771 and 1765 Vista
del Mar would irrevocably damage the integrity of the district. Hollywood Heritage sees no
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need to inflict further damage on an already fragile district. The project should be amended to
include the removal of Building 2, rehabilitation of 1771 and 1765 Vista del Mar according to
the Secretary of the Interiorodos Standards
listing as an HPOZ if appropriate.

1 Improvement to Alternative 3: Alternative 3 appears to be environmentally superior as it is the
only Alternative which stays within current zoning. This Alternative can be further improved by
eliminating all significant effect on the Historic District from demolition (described above), new
incompatible infill, parking podiums, shade, etc. from an altered Project Design. In alignment
with the 1993 Urban Design Guidelines and Preservation Brief 14, the project can be
redesigned to ensure compatibility with authentic its surrounds. Formal and overt Transfer of
Development Rights plus compliance with State affordable housing incentives can justify
some of the fAasksodo of the Project.

While this DEIR does not acknowledge the cumulative degradation of the historic setting due to
the Hollywood Center, Yucca Street Condos Project, and Hotel Argyle in the immediate vicinity,
compounded by the 16 other projects in the

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-47

The commenter makes a number of comments regarding the project alternatives analyzed in the
Draft EIR, asserting that the analysis improperly excluded a preservation alternative, and
suggests alternatives to Alternative 3, the alternative analyzing a project under the current zoning.

The commenter misunderstands the purpose of an alternatives analysis. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives to the project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of its significant effects.

As explained on pages IV.C-20 through IV.C-24, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, two
residences located on the Project Site at 1765 and 1771 North Vista del Mar were previously, but
are no longer eligible at the federal, State or local levels to be contributors to the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District. As the Draft EIR reports on page IV.C-22 of Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, both residences were listed as historic in a 1984 local survey, but the residence
located at 1771 North Vista del Mar was downgraded in the 2010 Hollywood Survey to 6Z CHR
Status Code, meaning ineligible for listing in California, because substantial alterations had been
made to the residence that affected its integrity. Therefore, the residence is no longer considered
to be a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District. As stated on page IV.C-23 of
Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Historical Resources Assessment Report
and the Historical Resources Peer Review Report prepared for the Draft EIR (and contained in
Appendix D to the Draft EIR) confirmed the conclusions of the 2010 Hollywood Survey with
respect to the residence at 1771 North Vista del Mar.

As discussed on pages IV.C-23 and IV.C-24 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
the residence located at 1765 North Vista del Mar has been incorrectly identified as an eligible
contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District in surveys beginning with the 1984 local
survey, because of the alterations to the interior and exterior of the residence that have resulted
in materi al adverse changes that have mate
significance. Notably, the addition of a second story in 1935 altered the original 1918 residence
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beyond recognition. Based on the property research and documentation of the property in the

Historical Resources Assessment Report prepared for the Draft EIR (and contained in Appendix

D to the Draft EIR), the Repor t 6 s i ntensive analysis concludes th
Vista del Mar was previously mistakenly identified as a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos

Historic District and that the property should be reassigned to a 6Z CHR Status Code.

Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that neither residence is an eligible contributor to the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District (Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, page 1V.C-24), and that their
demolition by the Project would not result in a significant impact (Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, page IV.C-35).

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR further concludes that the Project would not
result in substantial material changes to the integrity and the significance of the seven historical
resources in the vicinity of the Project Site identified in the Historical Resources Assessment
Report included in Appendix D to the Draft EIR. On pages IV.C-36 through 1V.C-38 of Section
IV.C, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR discusses the substantial evidence supporting its
conclusions that the Project would not materially alter the settings of these historical resources in
a manner that would materially impair their historical significance or integrity. In summary, as
explained on page IV.C-36 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, although the
scale and massing of the Project would alter the visual context of nearby historical resources,
including the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, the site of the former Little Country Church of
Hollywood, Capitol Records Building, Pantages Theatre, Hollywood Equitable Building,
Hollywood Commercial and Entertainment District and the Hollywood Walk of Fame, the historic
settings for these resources have already been altered by changes and redevelopment in the
area after the period of significance of these resources including, without limitation, the
construction of the Yucca Argyle Apartments in 1953 and the Hollywood Freeway completed by
the | atend 9eddrolsy 19506s to the northeast of the Pr
each of the seven historical resources individually, on pages IV.C-36 through 1V.C-38 of Section
IV.C, Cultural Resources, with more specific substantial evidence to support these general
conclusions.

Therefore, the Draft EIR was not required to evaluate an alternative that would avoid any
significant impact of the Project on historical resources either on the Project Site or in the Project
Sitebds vici ni EIRconcleidesibased on sulbstamial evidénce that the Project would
not result in any such significant impact. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) Since the Draft
EIR was not required to analyze such an alternative, the Draft EIR was also not required to explain
why it fArejectedod such an alternative.

iAn EIR need not consider every conceivable alte

15126.6(a).) ARather it must consider a reasonabl
will foster informed decision-ma ki ng and public participation. o (CI
No single factor fHAestablishes a fixed I imit on t

(H(2).) The basic framework for analyzing the sufficiency of an EIR's description of alternatives is
evaluated against a rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52
Cal.3d 553, 565; CEQA Guidelines, 8§ 15126.6(a), (f).)
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The Draft EIR analyzes four different alternatives: (1) a no-project alternative that analyzes what
would happen if the Project were not built, which is rejected because it would not attain the basic
objectives of the Project; (2) a Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative, which was selected
as the environmentally preferred alternative, analyzes a 271 residential unit two building project
consisting of no hotel uses and limited ground floor uses, and of which the Modified Alternative 2
is a variant; (3) a No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No Density Bonus
Alternative that looks at what the current zoning would allow to be built, which is rejected because
it would not attain the basic objectives of the Project; and (4) Primarily Office Mixed-Use
Alternative that looks at developing the tower as an approximately 112,000 square foot office
building with the Projectodés Building 2 maintaine
because it would not attain the basic objectives of the Project. This analysis presents a CEQA-
compliant reasonable range of alternatives. (See generally, Draft EIR, Chap. V.)

The commenterés assertion that Alternative 3 is p
zoning addresses an issue that i S not relevant t
Compliance with current z oni ng i S not one of the Pro23¥ctodos ol
Alternative 3 would also not eliminate the Projecd
(Draft EIR, p. V-105.) Notably, in contravention of state law, the current R4-zoned parcel, which

prohibits commerci al uses, i s inconsistent wit h
Regi onal Center Commerci al . Al ternative 3 also f

objectives, and was appropriately rejected for that reason. (Draft EIR, pp. V-110-11.)

Further, the request for a preservation alternative in this comment is addressed by Modified
Alternative which preserves the two existing structures at 1765 and 1771 Vista del Mar Avenue
referenced in the comment, which had previously been identified as part of the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District, though the analysis in this Draft EIR demonstrates that these
structures are not validly considered contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District
because construction work on the properties occurring outside of the identified period of historic
significance for the district has resulted in a loss of integrity, causing the structures no longer
convey sufficient historic significance. (Draft EIR, p. IV.C-35.) With respect to alleged historic
impacts of the Maodified Alternative 2, see Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-4.

Comment No. ORG 2B-48

Summary

For the last decade, Hollywood Heritage has worked tirelessly with City officials and departments
to craft land use policies which protect historic resources. Three years ago, we asked the Council
office to support us in a series of proposals designed to meet those goals and institutionalize
policies that were readily accessible to developers and owners of historic properties. Among
those policies:

1. Adopt requirements from Section 511 of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan into the
Community Plan Ordinance:

a. Provide for the retention, reuse, and restoration of buildings and resources determined by
the Agency to be architecturally or historically significant.
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b. Deny requests for housing incentive units, developments in the Regional Center
Commercial designation above a FAR of 4.5:1, and variations for sites on which a structure
determined by the CRA to be significant was demolished after the adoption of the
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and for sites on which such a structure is proposed to be
demolished. Exceptions to this are instances where a significant structure has been
substantially damaged and must be demolished due to circumstances beyond the control
of the owner, as well as applicable state law.

c. In order to provide incentives to preserve architecturally and/or historically significant
structures, permit the unused density from architecturally and/or historically significant
structures to be transferred to other development sites via a Transfer of Development
Rights (TDR) program. Hollywood Heritage recommends a FAR of 6:1 for projects utilizing
this TDR. Promulgate procedures for such a TDR program consistent with the procedures
and requirements established in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan (Sections 506.2.3,
505.3, and 521). While doing so, obtain adequate assurances that the building(s) from
which the density transfer is taken are preserved and the development on the site to which
the density is transferred will occur in conformity with: the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan,
the objectives of special districts as established by the Plan, and (if applicable) any
adopted Design for Development.

Establish regulations (D limitations) on parcels with historic resources to ensure appropriate
review of design for resources. To ensure alterations to actual or eligible resources are made
appropriately, require that rehabilitation conforms to provisions of a Hollywood Boulevard
Urban Design Plan, Community Plan design guidelines, HPOZ Preservation Plan guidelines,
Secretary of the Interior Standards, etc. Publish and enforce the Secretary of the Interior
Standards as the design guideline for alterations to, rehabilitation of, or adaptive reuse of
historic properties as well as for assessing impacts on historic properties (CRA requirement).
Distribute the current Urban Design Plan to all new project applicants.

Identify conflicts between: (i) zoning maps (existing and proposed changes); (ii) specific
zoning regulations and tools; and (iii) the preservation of historic and cultural resources,
including signage, sign use, and sign parcels. Study communities within Hollywood, e.g.
hillside neighborhoods and other single- home residential neighborhoods, to ensure
appropriate regulations are applied to encourage within- scale development and preservation
of built and natural resources. See #6 above for use of D conditions.

Establish zoning which conditions a pr o\it
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation.

Implement a process to allow review by the Office of Historic Resources for projects impacting
actual or eligible resources before the City Department of Building and Safety processes
demolition requests

Prepare a publicly available Hollywood historic context statement to provide an understanding
of the built environment.

Ensure all historic buildings with status codes ranging from #1 to #4 (prior OHP evaluation
codes) within the Redevelopment Plan Area are registered as HCMs (CRA requirement from
1988).

Ensure that any residential area with survey-identified architecturally or historically significant
structures be further planned to reduce allowable density, require compatible design, ensure
adequate parking, and conserve the significant structures. These include, but are not limited
to, the districts listed under #17 below.
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9. Maintain and protect views and streetscapes that establish a context for historic buildings,
structures, objects, sites, and zones, e.g., the Walk of Fame and Hollywood Sign. Establish
an Ahistoric streetsodO category to emphasize hi s
Examples include: Hollywood Boulevard, Vine Street, Highland Avenue, Cahuenga
Boulevard, etc.

10. Coordinate historic preservation and housing policies, encouraging the reuse of historic
structures for affordable housing.

11. Promote renovation and reuse of historic structures as an environmentally-friendly alternative
to demolition and new construction and as a catalyst for neighborhood economic
development.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-48

The comment lists land use policies from the Redevelopment Plan that the commenter would like

adopted in the Hollywood Community Plan. The comment does not identify any issue regarding

the content or sufficiency of the Draft EI'R or
Therefore, although the comment is noted for the record, no further response is required.

Comment No. ORG 2B-49

Clearly, the City has not chosen to implement any of these recommendations. This proposed
project is evidence that little guidance is given to developers when they submit a project that
demolishes historic affordable/ workforce housing, impacts and erodes the integrity of the CA
register district, and does not acknowledge the cumulative degradation of the historic setting due
to the Hollywood Center, Yucca Street Condos Project, and Hotel Argyle in the immediate vicinity,
compounded by the 16 other projects in the surrounding area.

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-49

The comment states that none of the proposed land use policies listed in Comment No. ORG 2B-

48 have been implemented by the City, and express:
conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, the Project would have significant adverse project-level and

cumulative effects on the Vista Del Mar/Carlos Historic District. The comment does not provide

any specific facts or substanti al evidence to s
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, [or] evidence which is clearly erroneous or

i naccurateodo does not c o n(See Statel CEQA Guidblises 115384(a).) evi de
The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable the City to prepare a good

faith, reasoned response. Thi s c o mment is noted for the record. I
failure to identify errors in the content of or r

t he Pr oj e-tetelboscunuulativg effects on historical resources with specificity sufficient to

enable the City to respond, no further response is possible or warranted. The comment will

become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-makers.

Even so, see Response to Comment No. ORG 5-2 0 , bel ow, regarding the Dr e
t he Pr o] ecModified Aterrdhtived 20es pot ent i al effects on the hi
near the Project Site.
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Regarding housing, the Project would provide 210 RSO units, a net increase of 167 RSO units at
the Project Site. However, as described on page 3-27 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and
Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would provide 252 RSO units and 17
units affordable to Very Low-Income households. As such, the Modified Alternative 2 would result
in a net increase of 209 RSO units at the Project Site and in the community, as compared to
existing conditions. Also please refer to Topical Response No. 2, Rent Stabilized Housing.

Comment No. ORG 2B-50
Appendix 2: Conformance with 1993 Design Guidelines

Feature 1993 Design Guidelines Proposed Design | Complies?
Density Standards | FAR of 3:1 with density bonus of up to 6.6:1 FAR No
(Section 3.3) 1.5:1 FAR in selected areas of Boulevard

East andoulevard West...with Agency
approval if the developer or property
owner provides public benefits such as
rehabilitation of historic structures,
affordable housing, live entertainment usg
and/ or offsite public open space. (p-13)

Built Form Maintain small scalauilt form pattern Building 1out of | No
Standards for based which evolved based on the origin{ scale with district.
Residential Mixed [parcel i zati oné str

Use and Residential exceed 100 feet in length unlessparated
Land Use Areas by a 10 ft deep by 20 ft wide court or
Modulation (Sectior] setback at each inhabitable level

7.4.B)
Facade Depth Each wall surface shall incorporate facad| Building 1 No No
(7.4.B.3) depth created through the use of individu{ individually set
windows set intothe wall surface, facade | windows.
surface breaks, shadow lines, articulation
edges, reveals, changes in material,
ornament or similar architectural devices
Height In Boulevard North and South and adjacq Building 2 255 No
(7.3.A.2) to areas of high density in Boulevard Eaq foot tall.
and West, a 45foot height limit rates to
the existing low scale residential and
commercial structures (additional height ¢
up to 30 feet may be approved if certain
standards are met.
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Feature

1993 Design Guidelines

Proposed Design

Complies?

Materials (7.5.A)

Stone, terra cotta glazed to resemldne,
brick, cementitious materials; the major
should be of opaque construction wit
individual windows; maximum surface ar
of visionandspandrelglasshallbe 60%of a
building's surfacarea

Building 2 Glass,
aluminum, metals.

No

Color (7.5.A)

Light color palette- earth tones, cream)
pastels, highlighted by brighter and dar
accent colors

White, gray

Yes

Glazing (7.5.B)

Useof clearglasss stronglyencouragedut
glazedareasshouldbe differentiatedn color
from buil di ng@75.Bs u

Building 1:
insufficient
differentiation
between glass
and surface
materials.

No

Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-50
See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-29.
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Comment Letter No. ORG 3

George Skarpelos, President

Jim Van Dusen, Chair

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council

P.O. Box 3272

Los Angeles, CA 90078

First email received May 20, 2020 (ORG 3A)
Second email received June 6, 2020 (ORG 3B)

Comment No. ORG 3A-1

Mr. Como, Attachedp |l ease find the Hollywood United Neighbo
an extension of time for public comment.

Response to Comment No. ORG 3A-1

This comment provides an introduction to the 7r1eqg
Hollywood United Neighborhood Council, for an extension of the comment period on the Draft

EIR. Because the comment does not raise any specific issue with respect to the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Projectissispotent
warranted.

Comment No. ORG 3A-2

The Hollywood United NeighbornoodCounci | 6s Board of Directors at t
scheduled meeting overwhelmingly voted to submit the following comment extension request:

In response to the release of the 6220 West Yucca Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) that was made on April 23, 2020, we respectfully request that the comment period be
extended to August 1, 2020 in light of the emergency shelter in place orders that are in effect and
delay in setting up the protocols that will allow city agencies to function under the Brown Act. We
understand the comment period for a Draft EIR is normally 45 days. However, we are in [sic] living
in unprecedented times and Neighborhood Councils have been severely hampered from
effectively gathering public input during the current pandemic.

This is a large project that will impact the immediate community and the 50 or so tenants whose

potential homelessness will need to be addressed. In addition, a project of this scale will impact

the extended community beyond Council Districts 13 and 4. Greater Los Angeles will be affected

due to the developmentds proximity to crucial Ci
Earthquake Fault Line.

In addition, there are myriads of other impacts that deserve a clear and transparent process which
allows the community to weigh in on this matter, including the proposed mega-project Hollywood
Center Project literally across the street from this project. These two projects will place an
unprecedented strain on city resources and neighborhood safety and must be carefully and
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thoroughly vetted by the city departments and affected neighborhood groups and we request that
you accommodate the community during these limited times of public interaction.

Response to Comment No. ORG 3A-2

The comment requests that t-dagpuldi¢ review mevod. eThedCitt he Pr o
determined that the Draft EIR comment period for the Project is appropriate, that it would not

extend the comment period, and that the comment period would remain at 45 days as stated on

t he Draft EI R6s Notice of Completion and Avail ab
additional informati on r emgo&loedtendthe conimentgeriodgndhe det er |
Draft EIR, see Topical Response No. 1, Public Participation and Review, whi ch di scusses
public participation requirements and the steps |

ability to timely review and comment on the Draft EIR during the comment period.

While this comment is noted for the record, the comment does not raise any specific issue

regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIF

Therefore, no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 3B-1

The Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 0s
Special Joint Board and PLUM Committee Meeting voted to approve the following comments,
guestions and decisions regarding the 6220 West Yucca
(DEIR):

1. We restate our dissatisfaction and concern with the blanket denial of an extension to review
the DEIR in light of a pandemic, civil unrest, curfews and the size and complexity of this
project. Allowing only 45 days is extraordinarily short and a denial of an extension flies in the
face of most projects that come before the planning department. The project has been in the
works for many years and an extension of 30-60 days is entirely appropriate and consistent
with past Planning Department practices. The denial of the extension with a boiler plate denial
seems to ignore widespread community concerns and demonstrates a lack of transparency
needed for these types of projects.

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-1

The comment reiterates the commenterdés gene
review of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment No. ORG 3A-2, above, and Topical
Response No. 1, Public Participation and Review.

Comment No. ORG 3B-2

2. The 6220 Yucca Street Project (Project) has agreed for all residential units to be RSO units.
In addition, the Project has agreed to fund the difference in rents to those being displaced and
to provide right of return to all residents affected to comparable units at the same rents they
paid before. It also appears that they will pay moving expenses for those affected. Due to
these extraordinary efforts on the part of the Project, the 6.6:1 FAR is agreeable as follows:
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Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-2

The comment expresses supportforthePr oj ect 6 s component offering a
tenants of the existing RSO units at the Project Site, as described on pages II-7 and 11-8 in Chapter

II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, which is also a component of the Modified Alternative 2,

as referred to on page 3-16 in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final

ElI R. The comment er onsteddoutheprecord. Hdwaver, a theecomment does

not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further

response is warranted.

The comment also lists specific points with which the commenter approves, which are addressed
in Response to Comment Nos. ORG 3B-3 through ORG 3B-14, below.

Comment No. ORG 3B-3
a. APPROVE: Zone changes:
i. West Parcel to C2-2D-SN with the D limitation amended to allow 6.6:1 FAR.
ii. Center Parcel to C2-2D with the D limitation amended to allow 6.6:1 FAR.
iii. East Parcel to R3-2D with the D limitation amended to allow 6.6:1 FAR.

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-3

The comment expresses support for the three zone changes requested by the Project, as listed

at page 11-36 in Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 3-27 in

Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2

requests the same zone changes as the Project. The comment er 6 s Botegfpror t has
the record. However, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and

adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 3B-4
3. APPROVE: Conditional Use Permit for FAR Averaging per LAMC Section 12.24-W-19.

4. Questions regarding the management of the financial reimbursements to the residents
affected by the destruction of their residences due to this project:

a. It implies in the DEIR that the Project will pay for moving costs for tenants who elect to
move to the Project, both out of their current residences and into the new residences. The
September 7, 2016 HUNC motion specified that the Project would pay those expenses.

i. Has the Project included in their plans to reimburse tenants for moving expenses out
of the old residences and back into the new residences?

i. How will the Project determine the move-out and move back in allowances?

b. How will the temporary residential units be chosen (they need to be located close to the
project as many of them work in that area)?

c. How will payment of the rent differential to senior citizens be managed in case the total
amount affects the limits of any public assistance that they might be receiving?
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d. What provisions will be made in the new apartments for senior citizens who may need and
have had special accommodations in their prior residence?

e. What will be the mechanism and procedures by which the temporary rents will be funded
by the Project?

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-4

The comment expresses supportforappr oval of the Projectodos request
for FAR Averaging per LAMC Section 12.24 W.19, as listed at page 11-36 in Chapter I, Project

Description, of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 3-27 and 3-28 in Chapter 3, Revisions,

Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 requests a Conditional

Use Permit for FAR Averaging as wenboted.forthelrdced. c o mme n
However, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of

the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

The comment also asks a number of questions regarding the specifics of how the existing
residents who acc &pdifiedtAltemativiét 2oy eaft 6asr oo f a rig
reimbursed for their moving expenses and interim rents, how these r esi dent s
residential units will be chosen, whether provisions will be made in the temporary units for seniors.
These are valid questions that will be considered at the time that the offers are made to the
existing RSO tenants. However, these questions do not raise any issues with respect to the
content and adequacy of the Draft EIR or the environmental effects of the Project. Therefore, no
further response is warranted.

t

ht
6] t e

Comment No. ORG 3B-5

5. Master Conditional Use Permit for Alcoholic Beverages and live entertainment/dancing:

What restaurants and bar(s) will be installed?
b. What will be the hours of operation?

c. What will be done to mitigate noise and public drunkenness that might result from patrons
frequenting these establishments?

d. Will special events be allowed and if so, how many and of what kind?

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-5

The comment expresses supportforappr ov a l of the Projectbs reques
Use Permit Alcoholic Beverages and live entertainment/dancing, as listed at pages 11-36 and II-

37 in Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. As described on page 3-28 in Chapter 3,

Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 also
requests a Master Conditional Use Permit Al cohol i
been noted for the record. However, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to

the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

The comment also asks several questions regarding the specifics of what restaurants and bars
will operate in the Project or, now, the Modified Alternative 2 and how they will be operated. The
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restaurants and bars have not yet been identified, since no approvals have been granted at this
time. If approved, all uses would operate pursuant to the requirements of the LAMC and the
conditions of approval, and any disturbances would also be handled pursuant to the requirements
of the LAMC and conditions of approval. The Master CUB does not approve specific
operator/individual establishments as they are not known at this time and thus would be
speculative. Once an operator is identified, that individual establishment must go through the
Plan Approval process. The Plan Approval process reviews the individual establishment and
operator in detail and specific conditions are imposed tailored to that specific operator and use.
Since these questions do not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the
Draft EIR or the environmental effects of the Project, no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 3B-6

6. Transportation: The Project due to its potential immediate and long-range impact on the traffic
flow and traffic management in Hollywood, a crucial center of the Los Angeles transportation
network, should:

a Secure Cal Trandés input, determination and reco
for the increased traffic flow that is planned for this project for the on and off ramps of the
101 Freeway (specifically, Gower Street, Cahuenga Blvd, and Argyle Street) in light of this
project and the concurrent planned project to be built opposite this project on the corner
of Argyle and Yucca streets (Hollywood Center Project).

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-6

The comment asserts that Caltransodo input, deter mir
increase in traffic flow caused to the on- and off-ramps for the 101 Freeway, particularly at Gower
Street, Cahuenga Boulevard and Argyle Street) sho

immediate and long-range impact on traffic flow and management in Hollywood.

The Projectods pot en ttibnaate analjzéddncSecsion 6/, Ttansportatign,oof t a

the Draft EIR. As the Draft EIR explains on pages IV.L-2 and IV.L-3, Senate Bill (SB) 743, which

became effective on January 1, 2014, requires that CEQA transportation analyses focus on the

reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the creation of multi-modal networks and the promotion

of mxedduse devel opment, rather than on driver del ay
Planning and Research to develop revised CEQA Guidelines to determine the significance of
transportation impacts resulting from projects, such as the Project, that are located in transit

priority areas. As a result, CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3, Determining the Significance of
Transportation Impacts, now states that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the most appropriate

measure for determining transportation impacts, and that driver delay, or level of service (LOS),

should no longer be considered under CEQA, except as specifically provided. The City adopted

VMT as one of the criteriaford et er mi ni ng a projectbés transportat.

Therefore, the Draft EIR has not concluded that the Project would cause a project-level or
cumulative impact related to an increase in traffic flow at the on- and off-ramps identified in the
comment. Further, to the extent that the comment refers to the analyses requested by Caltrans
that appear in Chapter 10 of the Traffic Study for the Project, contained in Appendix L-2 to the
Draft EIR, those analyses are provided for informational purposes only, as explained at page IV.L-
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2, of Chapter IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. Moreover, the Caltrans analyses do not
conclude that the Project would create any significant impacts, since Caltrans has not identified
any criteria for measuring the significance of any impacts to any of their facilities, as explained on
page 92 of the Traffic Study (Appendix L-2 to the Draft EIR).

Finally, Caltrans has submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIR, and responses to its comments
are provided in this Final EIR. See Comment Letter No. AG 2 and the responses to the comments
included in that letter.

Comment No. ORG 3B-7
7. Employee parking:

a. How many employees are anticipated working in the hotel, residential properties,
restaurants and bar(s)?

b. What arrangements are being made for them to park their cars in non-residential areas if
they drive to work?

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-7

The comment asks the number of employees who will work at the Project and what arrangements
will be made to ensure they do not park in residential areas if they drive to work. Section 1V.J,
Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR discusses the number of hotel and retail/restaurant
employees anticipated under the Project. As shown in Table IV.J-2, Project Increases in
Population, Housing, and Employment, on page IV.J-16, of the Draft EIR, according to employee
generation factors for hotel and commercial uses is taken from the Los Angeles Unified School
District, Developer Fee Justification Study, March 2017, the hotel would generate approximately
65 employees and the retail/restaurant uses would generate approximately 34 employees. The
Project would provide parking consistent with applicable LAMC requirements, as discussed on
pages II-22 to 11-24 of the Draft EIR. The required parking accounts for employee parking. Note
that the provided would be less than the number of employees as not all employees would work
at the same time. As explained at pages IV.F-46 to IV.F-54 in Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the location of the Project within a TPA, the proximity to transit, and
the provision of bicycle facilities within the Project would reduce automobile dependency, and
resulting VMT, and it is anticipated that off-site parking would not be required. In addition, of the
Project potential effects related to parking is no longer required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Also, it is noted that, as discussed on pages 3-17 through 3-18 of Chapter 3, Revisions,

Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the
Projectds retail/restaurant f |,76M® squara feet and tvouldom 1 2 , 57
respectivel vy, reduce t h esite PRetaiirgstawrantd emplogees frami pat e d
approximately 34 to approximately 21. Under the Modified Alternative 2, the hotel component

would be eliminated and no other source of on-site employment is proposed.
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Comment No. ORG 3B-8
8. Construction:

a. How will the Project guarantee public access to the sidewalks around the Project during
construction?

b. What arrangements will be made for construction workers to park in non- residential
neighborhoods?

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-8

The comment asks how the Project will ensure that the public has access to the sidewalks
surrounding the Project Site during construction and that construction workers will not park in
residential neighborhoods. PDF-TRAF-1 (Construction Traffic Management Plan) and PDF-
TRAF-2 (Pedestrian Safety Plan), described on pages IV.L-24 and IV.L-25 in Section IV.L,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR outline measures to protect sidewalk access. Because parking is
no longer a CEQA issue, worker parking is not evaluated as a potential environmental impact of
the Project in the Draft EIR. However,t h e Gtartdardpsactice in the adoption of Construction
Traffic Management Plan is to ensure that sufficient construction worker parking is provided on-
site or near the project site in a manner that does not negatively impact private residential streets,
including, where appropriate, providing off-site lot parking with shuttles for workers if on-site
parking is limited. Restrictions on neighborhood parking may be established as a Project

Condition of Approval at t he-makersseparate fromthe GEQAt he Pr
process. Please refer to Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR for additional discussion of
the Construction Traffic Management Plan and Pedestrian Safety Plan. These same PDFs would
be incorporated into to the Modified Alternative 2, as described on page 3-16 of Chapter 3,
Revisions, Clarification and Corrections, of this Final EIR.
Comment No. ORG 3B-9
9. Eart hquakes: This projectds extraordinari clo
serious safety concern. The EIR should include: an investigation into the projects
determination that the fault line is inactive by an independent geological source; a review that
the site is engineered to comply with AB1857; an analysis of California EPA guidelines for
resiliency on water and waste water vis-a-vis this project, and a thorough investigation of the
acknowledged blind thrust fault which the DEIR acknowledges could cause a 6.7 magnitude
quake.
Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-9
The comment expresses concer ns tyaogtte Holywoog Faulh e Pr o ]
Il i ne, and requests additional revi ew. Contrary t

Feasibility Report for the Project did not conclude that the Hollywood Fault was inactive. Please
refer to pages IV.E-14 through IV.E-20 in Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR for a
discussion of the issues raised by the Hollywood Fault. As discussed therein, based on the official
map released by the CGS on November 6, 2014, the Project Site is located within the Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone for the Hollywood Fault as shown on Figure IV.E-2, Earthquake
Zones Map (page IV.E-14). The Draft EIR states further on page IV.E-17 that the Hollywood Fault
has been classified by the CGS as a Holocene-active fault. As such, this fault has a high potential
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for future earthquakes capable of producing future ground surface ruptures. The Draft EIR also

provided information as to the location of the active fault traces to the north and south of the

Project Site. As discussed on page IV.E-20, stratigraphic and structural data correlated from

adjacent sites indicate the faulting encountered within the subsurface older alluvial soils on-site

is related to pre-Holocene folding and was concluded to be inactive. A Holocene age alluvial sand

deposit and underlying pre-Hol ocene fimud fl owd deposits were eni
Argyle Avenue north of Yucca Street, west of Argyle Avenue south of Yucca Street to at least the

southern extent of the Millennium East site. This continuous stratigraphy precludes the possibility

of active east-west trending faulting underlying these sites and projecting east toward the Project

Site. The Draft EIR reports on pages IV.E-14 through 1V.E-18 of Section IV.E, Geology and Soils,

that, as summarized in the Geotechnical Feasibility Report (March 2019), the fault activity
investigations for the Project Site and for the surrounding areas, including the sites north and west

of the Project Site (all provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR) indicate that there is no active

faulting beneath the Project Site and no fault projecting toward the Project Site.16 On page IV.E-

28, the Draft EIR reaches the same conclusion based on this substantial evidence, and that the

potential for ground surface rupture at the Project Site is considered to be low.17 The Draft EIR

further concludes, based on the fault data collected and known for the Hollywood Fault near the
Project Site, and the Projectds design, t hat pr o
greater than 50 feet from the nearest Hollywood Fault trace, which distance would be consistent

with the requirements of the Alquist-Priolo setback requirement.

As discussed on pages 3-39 through 3-40 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections,
of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would also result in a less than significant impact
related to ground surface rupture because, like the Project, it would also be constructed at the
Project Site. See Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR for additional discussion of
this issue. See also, Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-8, above.

Comment No. ORG 3B-10

10. Outdoor advertising signs: What provisions is the project making to ensure that there will be
a prohibition on excessive lighting or electronic billboards or neon type advertisements that
face north or west to the hill communities, or east facing that adversely impact the Griffith Park
Observatory?

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-10

The comment asks if excessively lighted outdoor signage or electronic billboards will be prohibited
at the Project. The western parcel of the Project Site is subject to the requirements of the
Hollywood Sighage Supplemental Use District (HSSUD), as discussed on page IV.A-7, Section
IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. The HSSUD was adopted to acknowledge and promote the
continuing contribution of signage to the distinctive aesthetic of Hollywood Boulevard, as well as
to control the blight created by poorly placed, badly designed signs throughout Hollywood, and to

16 As stated earlier, fault Investigation Reports are included in Appendices E-2 through E-4 of this Draft
EIR.

17 Update Geotechnical Feasibility Report, Proposed High-Rise Residential Development, 6220 West

Yucca Street, Hollywood District, Los Angeles, California, Section 4.3, page 8, prepared by Group Delta,
dated March 2019.
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protect street views and scenic vistas of the Hollywood Sign and the Hollywood Hills. The HSSUD

defines the types of signs that may occur within the Project Site and regulates the design of the

signs by type. Compliance requires that signs serve only on-site uses, and are coordinated with

the Projectds architectur al design, are appropria
in a visually uncluttered appearance. The regulation also addresses such design characteristics

as dimensions, area, illumination, location and other appearance considerations. Permits for signs

within the HSSUD are only provided after review of the sign, and sign-off, by the Department of

City Planning. See Section IV.A of the Draft EIR for further discussion and analysis of this issue.

As discussed on pages 3-29 through 3-30 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections,

of this Final EIR, these regulations also apply to the Modified Alternative 2.

Comment No. ORG 3B-11

11. What might be the potential impactontheLat i no communi ty in Holl ywood
size and location and what plans are in place to mitigate any negative impacts?

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-11

The comment asks if the Project would impact the Latino community in Hollywood and, if so, what
mitigation measures are planned. The purpose of the EIR is to evaluate the environmental
impacts of the Project in accordance with CEQA. Under CEQA, the potential social and economic
effects of a project are not considered to be significant environmental effects. (CEQA Guidelines
88 15064(e), 15131(a).) Nor does evidence of social or economic impacts that do not cause or
contribute to physical environmental impacts constitute substantial evidence, though notably no
such evidence is provided by the comment, nor is any clarification of what types of impacts on
Hol |l ywoodds Latino p.dQEQAGuidelimes§ 1&384a). nThaeanefoie,dche EIR
does not consider the social or economic effects of either the Project or the Modified Alternative
2.

Comment No. ORG 3B-12

122Has the project considered installing a Hollyw
community service and to help drive more hotel business to the property?

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-12

The comment asks whether the Project has consider
the top floor of the hotel. This comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and

adequacy of the Draft EIR or the environmental effects of the Project, no further response is

warranted. Nonetheless,the Pr oj ect does not include a Holl ywo
floor of the hotel. Further, as described on page 3-16 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and

Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would eliminate t he Pr oj ect 6 s h
component. Therefore, the Modified Alternative 26 s Bui | ding 1 would be pri
except for its retail/restaurant uses at the first and second levels. As such, the installation of a
Visitorodés Center at the top floor of Blodifiedd i ng 1,
Alternative 2 would not be a suitable use for the building.
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Comment No. ORG 3B-13

It is the continuing position of HUNC that securing affordable housing alternatives needs to be
continuously investigated and implemented in Hollywood and anything that this project can do to
help with this housing crisis should be pursued. Setting RSO rates at market rates will probably
put the Proj ect 6 sreashnofnush ofothe Hollywbod poputation. dVhadeler this
project can contribute to helping with this housing crises is important.

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-13

The comment states the commenterdds opinion
Hollywood and one that the Project should help solve. The comment also speculates that the
rents for the Projectds RSO units wild.l be t

The commenter expresses general concerns about affordable housing in Hollywood, and the
commenter6s desire that the Project help ea
unsubstantiated opinion do not constitute substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).)
Further, the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the
Draft EIR or the environmental effects of the Project. While this comment is noted for the record,
no further response is warranted.

Even so, it should be noted that both the Project, as explained on pages II-7 and 11-8 of Chapter
I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, and the Modified Alternative 2, as referred to on page 3-
16 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, would include offering
all tenants of existing RSO units at the Project Site a right of return to comparable units within the
Project, once it is occupied, at their | ast
RSO. Further, unlike the Project, the Modified Alternative 2 would add 17 multi-family units
covenanted for Very Low-Income households to the area, as described on pages 3-16 through 3-
18 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR.

Comment No. ORG 3B-14

Please see the attached September 7, 2016 HUNC Motion regarding this project and the
promises make by the Project management.

Response to Comment No. ORG 3B-14

The attached letter is provided within Appendix A of the Final EIR.

The comment does not address the content of the Draft EIR or the environmental effects of the
Project; however, the comment will become part of the administrative record and will be

considered by the decision-makers. While this comment is noted for the record, no further
response is warranted.
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Comment Letter No. ORG 4

J.H. McQUiiston, P.E.
McQuiston Associates

6212 Yucca Street

Los Angeles, CA 90028-5223
Email received June 3, 2020

Comment No. ORG 4-1

Both Projects say the purpose of an EIR is to show the differential impact the Project will have on

the City. Thi s St atement concerns their differential i mj
the Citybs ability to survive if it allows -these F
hazardous.
Briefly Said

These Projects together will bring the City to financial-doom, per immutable State law. They put
thousands of denizens and visitors to death, dismemberment, and unending trauma, on account
of the inevitable Faulting far beneath them.

Response to Comment No. ORG 4-1

This comment and the majority of the comments contained in this comment letter are confusing,
as they refer to two projects, neither of which is identified. These Responses assume that one of
the projects is the Project, and address the comments accordingly.

This commentisalsoconfusi ng as it refers to an EIR as analy;:
City and on the Cityds finances if t he OFfheoj ect [
comment al so expresses the commentero6s gener al c

subject to earthquakes. The comment does not identify any specific issues related to the Project,

or provide any specific facts or substantial evidence to support these general concerns related to

the Project. AArgument , s p e ormnarative, [orheyidencawshicthis t ant i a
clearly erroneous or inaccurateodo does not const.i
§ 15384(a).) The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable the City to

prepare a good faith, reasoned response.

These comments are noted for the record. However, as the comment does not address any
specific issue regarding the content or adequacy
environmental effects, no further response is warranted.

Even so, see Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the seismic

i ssues affecting the Project Site and the Draft E
in significant surface ground r uildingsuareapplioprigtedyct s anc
located on the Project Site. Also see pages 3-39 through 3-40 of Chapter 3, Revisions,

Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR for these same conclusions regarding the Modified

Alternative 2. Finally, see Responses to Comment Nos. ORG 2B-8 and ORG 3B-9.
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Comment No. ORG 4-2

The catastrophe above is not only McQuistonds ex|
those who have also seismically-studied the areas proposed to be re-re-developed with these
projects.

Aftert he Faulting catastrophe, by Iaw those injured
from this City a payment of $876,170,000 per year; for 30 years the total will be $20 Billion, 285
Million dollars.

Cityos pspsgciivally-imposexl by Cali f or ni a-€r®lo Act, which tketProjects admit
is controlling for the properties?, and it is also generally-imposed by the duty of the City to protect
its people. There is no way the City may protect itself against the above payment if it allows the

t wo Projects, as proposed to be sited on their pr
yourself.
The above-liability’d o e s n 6t i nsimilanicddebte@niess, yr&iag because it already-allowed

new construction to occur in recognized active-fault zones.

The Cityo6s primary responsibility is to safeguard
and the City has the way to do so: reduce the population inhabiting a recognized-dangerous fault

zone, like the Hollywood Fault, and prohibit construction therein which blocks person from

escaping damaged sites.

People will be trapped when doors jam. People may have to jump out of windows, and probably
there will be no Firemen to catch them, or even to extinguish the blazes from ruptured lines. Also,
the massive concrete water line beneath Franklin Ave, connecting the Eagle Rock and Hollywood
Reservoirs, will be crushed and cause the area to flood.

Human suffering will great-l$yoekReeadsehbhesé pewj ¥
as-is.

Footnote 1: The Cityds boil er pl a-tidgenfybtheiAtt.diber i s | i
City may not callously-doom people by ignoring well-known fault dangers.

Footnote 2: The amounts above do not include building and accessory damages at the project
sites.

Response to Comment No. ORG 4-2

The comment discusses the commentero6s speculation
projects, presumably including the Project, collapse during a major earthquake, and should the
City be found liable on some ground. The comment is speculative and addresses economic
issues, not the environmental effects of the Project recognized by CEQA. The comment does not
identify any specific issues related to the Project or the content or accuracy of the Draft EIR, or

provide any specific facts or substantial evidenc
AnArgument, specul ation, unsubstantiated opinion
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erroneous or i naccurateo d o evwlence. o(CEQAC Guidelinast ut e

§ 15384(a).) The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable the City to
prepare a good faith, reasoned response. This comment is noted for the record. However, as the
comment does not address any specific issue regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR

or the Projectos pot e nafurtleefresponseiswarranteé nt al ef f ect s

Even so, as discussed on pages 41 7 and 28-33 of Section IV.E of the Draft EIR, the California
Building Code (CBC) and the Los Angeles Building Code include requirements applicable to
seismic zones, with additional regulations related to ground shaking and seismic hazards
provided in the Los Angeles Building Code
eart hquake area. The function of Cityds Buil
life. LAMC Section 91.1803 includes specific requirements addressing seismic design, grading,
foundation design, geologic investigations and reports, soil and rock testing, and groundwater.
Section 91.1707 requires structural inspections for seismic resistance. Section 91.7006 requires
that a Final Geotechnical Report with final design recommendations prepared by a California-
registered geotechnical engineer be submitted to the Los Angeles Department of Building and
Safety for review prior to issuance of a grading permit. Final foundation design recommendations
must be developed during final project design, and other deep foundation systems that may be
suitable would be addressed in the Final Geotechnical Report. The Building Code also requires
that any Holocene-active fault traces in the proximity be located and identified. Respectively, the
Building Code imposes setback requirements of at least fifty feet to prevent the construction of a
structure over a potential Holocene-active fault. As discussed on pages IV.E-14 through IV.E-20
and pages IV.E-28 through IV.E-33 in Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, with the
implementation of CBC and Los Angeles Building Code requirements, impacts related to fault
rupture and seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.

Comment No. ORG 4-3

McQuiston Associates

Mc Qui ston Associates was founded in 1959 by
McQuiston invented the device which allowed the United States to develop-rapidly giant rocket
engines and achieve AMADO, ending the Col d
United States to the Moon and beyond. McQuiston is cited as the reason Congress allows
attorney fees if I RS unfairly attacks a tax
collection charge, thereby saving $32 million a year for the General Fund. These illustrate the
breadth of McQuistonbés wor k.

McQuiston, agraduat e of Caltech and admitted to i
California license of Engineering. There he got training from inventors of seismic engineering, like
Charles Richter, the creator of the Richter Scale. For many of his 90 years he continued there
with meetings, seismic engineering, and ICBO issues among other topics.

For 60 years, both McQuiston As glantdreddcates étop thé
identified traces of the Hollywood and Santa Monica Faults. McQuiston thereby gained expertise
about their seismicity.

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-115

t hat

f

di

n

ce

a
g C

a
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Response to Comment No. ORG 4-3

This comment provides an introducti on Associattshe comm
However, as the comment does not raise any specific issue with respect to the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Projectodos potent
warranted.

Comment No. ORG 4-4
Hollywood Fault

The EIRs factually-belittle the magnitude and danger of the underlying Fault-system, of which the

Hollywood Fault is one part of it. The system begins East of Pasadena and extends West to and

including the Channel Islands in the Pacific. That system has beendescri bed as partly #dar
because one side thrusts itself over or under the other side to varying extent, strongly-pushing

against the hills to its North. The Los Angeles River ran through Cahuenga Pass before the

upthrusts forced the river Eastward.

Caltechinlecture*and print said the Hollywood Fault soon
feet, will faccel erabldastd Wwgdh andaghni t vdileagt@b a magn
with strong vertical component. A person will not be able to stand, nor dodge objects hurled at

the person including walls and ceilings, during the lengthy seism. And, buildings like these will

swing to destruction.

The Red Line subway investigation found the poten
TheAreboundo of the 1906 San Francisco quake was a

Typical Areverseo faults occurred years ago in An
seismic Code many times more-rigorous than the USA. Yet in both quakes building-floors

i p anc & koadkd floors pancaking may cause the entire building to collapse, akin to the

coll apses in NewlYorkcC€utyedhen A9

AReverseo faluilkel areto merede si mpletonbds searches
they may be dAbl iBwdto ,t hbeuyr itehdr edacteepn ypeopl esd | i ves a
appropriate tests.

Footnote 3: McQuiston was in Beckman Auditorium, Caltech, when a Caltech expert gave the

public a lecture about imminent damage to properties near Hollywood and Vine, on account of

the Holl ywood Faultds presence. A person there, w
Vine, asked what to do about weGotk warlglatd amdcleage, and t
ear IRes.i dents candét escape harm that way.

Footnote 4: The Val |l ey quakes spawned vertical fAshakeso
on top pf [sic] the floor below, with more energy than its weight, usually causing the floors to
Apancakeodo also. Ad infimum. Persons have no ti me
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Response to Comment No. ORG 4-4

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR belittles the magnitude and danger of the underlying fault
system, but does not identify any defect in

conclusions to support this asserti on or ot herwise support

which is <c¢clearly erroneous or i naccuratebo
Guidelines § 15384(a).) The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable the
City to prepare a good faith, reasoned response. This comment is noted for the record. However,

t he

D

t he
substantial evidence. MfAArgument, speculation, uns

does

as the comment does not raise any issue regarding the content or adequacy of t he Dr aft

analysis regarding the fault system in the area with specificity sufficient to enable the City to
respond, no further response is possible or warranted.

Even so, itis noted that Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR summarizes the findings
of four geotechnical reports provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. These include Appendix F-
1, Updated Geotechnical Feasibility Report (March 2019); Appendix F-2, Supplemental
Geotechnical Lot Evaluation (2015); Appendix F-3, Fault Activity Investigation at the NE Corner
of Yucca and 1800 Argyle Avenue (2015); and Appendix F-4, Fault Activity Investigation for
Yucca-Argyle Apartments (2014). All of these reports address the seismic conditions in the Project
Site area, and recognize the Holocene-active designation of the Hollywood Fault and the location
of the Project Site within the Alquist-Priolo Fault Study Zone. The Updated Feasibility Report
(Appendix F-1) provides a detailed seismic shaking analysis based on the Seismic Coefficients
that would apply if performance-b ased sei smic design were sel
design and recommends that the Project be developed consistent with the seismic provisions
provided in An Alternative Procedure for Seismic Analyses and Design of Tall Building in the Los
Angeles Region (2017 with 2018 Supplements) (Los Angeles Tall Building Structural Design
Council). The Updated Feasibility Report also provides the option to use the seismic design
parameters in accordance with 2014 Los Angeles Building Code. Site Class C was preliminarily
assumed for the Project Site. Site Class C is based on buildings of occupancy categories I, I,
and Il under severe ground shaking. Although the preliminary analysis of ground shaking safety
is based on severe conditions, prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Project design must
comply with maximum seismic design loads anticipated for the area. It is noted that the Los
Angeles Building Code goes beyond the CBC and International Building Code (IBC) in seismic
load requirements. Because the structural design of either the Project or the Modified Alternative
2 has not been completed, their structural integrity has not been calculated. However, under either
methodology recommended in the Updated Feasibility Report, Seismic design measures in new
construction in the City of Los Angeles are known to address maximum anticipated accelerations.
Further, the recommendations of the Updated Feasibility Report demonstrate the extent to which
the Project designers and engineers and, accordingly, the City in preparing the Draft EIR take the
issue of earthquake hazard seriously. Please refer to page 16 of the Updated Feasibility Report
for a detailed discussion of the recommended seismic coefficients.
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Comment No. ORG 4-5

Comment on Subject EI Rs®6 Seismic Approach

The EIRs admit that the Hollywood Fault is present in the vicinity, and that the Fault is recognized
as fiactiveo. Trkreyeadmi tt ht h-SricleAde Dhs AcAirhppaes asheavy
penalty on governmentso al |l owianligzonasddi ti onal const

To allow approval it follows that the developers must present facts proving the actual location of
the Fault and must prove its faulting will not bring harm to inhabitants of the proposed
developments®.

The Devel oper so reseaaerhteirfsi ear ef oa p pfapestnrtdlyeum g e
guestions the propriety of their writing, facts, and conclusion as seismic engineers. There is no

showing that the researchers are certified to calculate the amount of damage the Fault may cause

to the developments. There are also no calculations in the EIRs in the seismic section, to justify

their bizarre conclusions.

Developers did not perform testing in the Fault Zone that would assess the actual danger to

people inhabiting the proposed projects. McQuiston witnessed their on-site activities. The
investigators did not even determine orhidthdgaul t 60s
review the extensi ve -dhalysit pedamed slightyutd thé $Vestt in a c e
preparation for the Red-Line subway.

Totally absent, for example, is the famous Conver:
Hollywood Fault developed for the Red Line subway®. And, totally absent from EIRs is the wealth

of Reports from local Engineering Groups and Universities about the Fault and its location; those

sources declared the Fault is an imminent danger to nearby inhabitants. If the EIRs had been

done correctly, they could not have concluded the seismic threat is so low that no mitigation is

required; they should have said the projects are dangerous and should not be built in the proposed

locations’.

Also they artificially-shortened the length of the Fault System, perhaps to disguise its capacity for
destruction. The fiperiodso of the buildings were |
was no evidence the resetauazlhetrsadeouandtihtes Fladil p® s
the mountain of detritus left by earthmovers in the prior re-development, the report is totally-

inadequate.

Nor is it proper for these EIRs to allege that if one type of active Fault that will kill people is present
but not specifically cited in law forbidding development thereon or nearby, that a development
allowing the Fault to kill its inhabitants is entirely-proper if the City lets the development proceed!

That is what the seismic report alleges. It puts the burden on the City to stop unsafe development
wit hout giving it facts, knowing that the City wil

Moreover, the EIRs put it to the City to inspect every detail of the site and Plans and Construction,
warning that otherwise the development will not be safe and occupation will be a deathtrap.

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-118



2. Responses to Comments

Developers thus use Alquist-Priolo as a sword against the City, a position which the City should
not allow?,

McQuiston does not accuse the property-owners of such callous behavior, because they usually
have no actual knowledge of seismic issues. Nor have City personnel charged with approving or
denying developments. But people admitted to Engineering registration are sworn to obey the
laws of City, StateandCount ry and are required not to be so cal

Footnote 5: Young geologists have no idea what the subject area was like before the Hollywood
Freeway was built. We old-timers remember Franklin Hill, which was leveled because the State
declined to tunnel the freeway through it. Surrounding terrain is now devoid of geological
accuracy.

Footnote 6: The Red Linebdbs SEIR contains a | ett
Hol |l ywood Fault is a hazard. Mor hedStatssarmdtheRedat i ons
Line designers, who designed extra pr o-sesmidity. on f or

Footnote 7: Floors are not designed to stay intact under such massive vertical shaking as
expected here. On the Anatolia Fault, modern designs became submerged with such shaking. A
similar outcome will occur for these properties.

Foot not e Tiere iskalp®&ssibility of damage * * * if a moderate to strong shaking
occurs as a result of a | arge earthquakeo

Response to Comment No. ORG 4-5

The comment acknowledges that the EIR discloses the proximity of the Holocene-active

Hol l ywood Fault and the | ocati on o fPriotofa&athgBakeoj ect S
Fault Zone. The Applicant would be required to comply with the requirements set forth in the

Earthquake Fault Zone, including complying with setback requirements. The Alquist-Priolo

Special Studies Zone Act enforces restrictions with respect to proximity to an active fault, but does

not disallow development within an Earthquake Fault Zone.

To the extent the remainder of the statements in this comment raise any issue regarding the
content or adequacy of t he Draft EI'R or the Pro
statement s constitute [ a] ntigtedmopinidn, or rsapative,ufbrlat i on,

evidence which is <c¢clearly erroneous ofr i naccur at
(CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) Otherwise, the remaining statements are unrelated to any issue
regarding the Draft EIR or the Project 6 s potenti al environment al ef

comments are noted for the record, no further response is warranted. Even so, the following
information is provided.

The comment stating that Group Delta are petroleum geologists is not supported by any facts or
substantial evidence. Group Delta, who performed the geotechnical studies provided in
Appendices F-1 through F-4 of the Draft EIR, is a Southern California geotechnical engineering
and environmental consulting firm that has provided instrumentation, materials testing and
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inspection, and construction support services for more than 30 years. The company is staffed by
more than 100 civil and geotechnical engineers, environmental engineers and scientists,
geologists, laboratory and field technicians, deputy grading and construction inspectors, and other
staff.

The Updated Geotechnical Feasibility Study (March, 2019) (Appendix F-1) recommends that

building design take into account severe ground shaking because of proximity to the Hollywood

Faultandpr ovi des that buil ding design can be based on
Code or the recommendations of the Los Angeles Tall Building Structural Design Council. Neither

the Project nor the Modified Alternative 2 have been approved, and as such, final construction

drawings have not been designed. Thus, the preliminary reports have only provided generalized

information, as summarized in the Draft EIR Section IV.E, Soils and Geology. Specific
requirements will be established, and fulfilled, in final construction documents

As discussed in Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, and supported by the reports contained in
Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the location of the Holocene-active Hollywood Fault was determined
based on trenches and borings within the Project Site and surrounding area. No traces of faulting
were located within or at the periphery of the Project Site. Since the faulting analysis was based
on the specific location of traces of the Hollywood fault, studies done for the Metro Redline,
although demonstrating that the area (as with much of the City) is seismically active and given to
ground shaking, are not directly applicable to the conditions affecting the Project Site and
surrounding area assessed in the preliminary geotechnical study for the Draft EIR.

The actual danger to inhabitants would be created by development physically located across a
fault rupture (across an active fault), or by the occupation of a substandard building that does not
meet the requi r sBoiddimg Gdeavith respeat to €quirey seismic loads. Neither
danger would occur under the Project or Modified Alternative 2.

The assertions that the investigators did not det
or review the extensive Ho | | y wo o d F-analysis @edornied ta theewest in preparation for

the Red-Line subway constitutes speculation not based on stated facts or substantial evidence,

since the commenter cannot know what research <co
understanding of existing conditions in the region.

As explained on page IV.E-1 of Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, the Draft EIR summarizes the

geotechnical studies of the Project Site and surrounding area provided by the geotechnical

engineer. TheDraft EI R woul d not appropriately include Eng
the development of the Red Line (located approximately 0.3 miles to the south of the Project Site),

or the reports of other groups and universities regarding the fault when determining the location

of an active fault under or near the Project Site. The geotechnical studies, including the on-site

and peripheral trenching and boring performed by
2015 geotechnical studies at the Project Site, provide substantial evidence supporting the Draft

El R6s c¢ o megdrdingthedooation of the active fault.

The comment that the | ength osfhdrhtee Feadud ti sSyan earx pw
commenter 6s opi ni on, doeshdtsupportwihefacts ar suivstantial evidence.
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The comment that Athere was no evidence the resea
6dip6b and not going beneath the mountain-of det
d ev el op me reanstitiites auhsgbstantiated opinion. The Draft EIR contains substantial

evidence supporting its conclusions. The Updated Geotechnical Feasibility Report illustrates

continuous borings 55 and 60 feet bgs into the Modelo Formation. No indication of the active fault

was discovered on-site; however, such traces were located running in an east-west direction to

the north and south of the Project Site. See Draft EIR, Appendix F-1, on pp. 3, 6.

The comment that da fault t h gecificallytitedindawlforbiddng opl e i
development thereon or nearby, that a development allowing the Fault to Kill its inhabitants is

entirely-pr oper i f t he City |l et s t he devel opment pr
unsubstantiat ed o pisdpinion.is eftifelg anttheto oetimetmessiah of the
Department of Building and Safety and the Cityobs B
Code is to develop safe buildings. If any conditions are present that would inhibit the development

of a safe building that could potentially result in severe public harm, it would not be permitted by

the City. The Department of Building and Safety approves building plans based on accepted

engineering principles and facts, including seismic safety analyses, in accordance with the

Buil ding Code. The claim otherwise i s t he commi
unsupported by the facts.

Comment No. ORG 4-6

There are other defects in the Reports, but herein already is enough to get the Projects re-
designed or relocated. But note also that for this amount of development, Yucca must be widened
to 4 lanes plus parking from Argyle to Gower, and Freeway ramps at Argyle and Gower require
widening and signals.®

Footnote 9: Already Yucca is blocked by trucks double-parking during long periods, on account

of Cityds forgett i ng-streehleading elace forthe new Hdtel at Yuccaandd o f f
Argyl e. Yucca -diosu bl eew sftidd wplelded for the exclusive b
Yucca is impassible a substantial time of day and night. Any development on the South side

requires widening the street.

Response to Comment No. ORG 4-6

The comment asserts the commenterds opinion that
relocated based on the commenter6 s comments, above. The comment o
additional opinions that Yucca must be widened to four lanes plus parking from Argyle to Gower,

due to the congestion caused by the new Kimpton Hotel, and that the freeway ramps at Argyle

and Gower must be widened and improved with signals.

Neither the Project nor the Modified Alternative 2 would be required to mitigate existing congestion
on Yucca Street, for CEQA does not require a development project to mitigate impacts in the
existing setting. (See California Building Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369; Ballona Wetlands Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201
Cal.App.4th 455; South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196
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Cal.App.4th 1604.) In addition, the comment regarding the widening of Argyle Avenue is
antithetical to SB 743, the Stateds Compl ete Stre
(TPA) policy, and the range of State and City policies intended to reduce vehicle miles traveled

(VMT) and GHG emissions. Regarding the comment s
comments, see Responses to Comment Nos. ORG 4-2 through 4-5, above, which together with

the Draft EIR contain substantial evidence supportingtheDr af t EIl R6s concl usi ons

is properly designed and located. The commenter offers no substantial evidence in support of the
commenter s opinions regarding the Freeway ramps,
relating to the contentor adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Pr
effects. As such, while these comments are noted for the record, no further response is warranted.

While this comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any specific with
respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 4-7
Calculating Cityds Eventual Liability

Liability is conservatively-calculated by amassing the number of people liable to be on the
properties when the Fault lets-go, calculating their loss of incomes, life, and other effects on
themselves and dependents, and calculating the time over which their livelihoods will be
interrupted.

The number of people liable to be on the properties was calculatedus i ng Mc Qui st onds exXx|
in the neighborhood and throughout the City. McQuiston calculated 976 residents and 1457
visitors for fA62200, and 3116 residents and 2366
people present at the quake.

The properties will be very costly to inhabit, so inhabitants must be wealthy. McQuiston witnessed
lawsuits awarding multi-millions in damages to wealthy people. Accordingly, McQuiston used for
each person the average-award of $110,000, without anything for costs or fees.

The time period for compensation will be long because the population in the buildings will be
youth-skewed and permanently-i di sabl edo. Mc Qui ston wused only 30
compensation.

Thus the yearly assessment City must pay will be $872,170,000. Yearly payments will last for 30
years. For just the two projects the City must pay $24,285,100,000.

The City cannot pay that much without cutting almost 1/4 of each of its entire services for 30
years. At last 2,500 police will have to be let-go, and retirement benefits will require axing. The
Cityés AAA Rating will wvanish. Borrowing wil!/| bec

Think how much the City can accomplish with that sum if it does not allow the Projects as-is on
those sites.
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Response to Comment No. ORG 4-7

Thecomment er purports to calculate the Cityods |iahbi
presumably, although unstated in the comment, if they fail in an earthquake. The comment

consists entirely of specul ati on. pinioi&nagatvedont , s peoc
evidence which is c¢clearly erroneous orfr i naccur at

(CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) In addition, the evaluation of a speculative future liability is, at

best, an economic issue, not a CEQA issue and therefore is not an issue addressed in the Draft

EIR. (CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e), 15131(a); see also CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) While

this comment is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any specific issue with
respect to the cont e n't or adequacy of t he Draft EI'R or th
effects, no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 4-8

Alternatives

McQuiston is not saying the projects have no merit, but they require safe location and strict
inspection. In this City there is too much failure to obey what the State imposes on the City

regarding its General Pl an. Devel opers now can p
haphazardly, unlawfully, like these projects.

It is time to stop haphazard development, and the State and Courts repeatedly require the City to

do that. Doné6t wait for the U. SPrioldDsaljeattarcannarat of J
excellent places to begin.

Response to Comment No. ORG 4-8

The commente x pr esses t hegeremmoneems &d dpmions regarding improper

interpretation of the Cityds Gener al Pl an and Bui
comment is also highly speculative and does not provide any facts or substantial evidence to

supportthecommenter 6 s gener al concerns or opinions. AArg
opinion or narrative, [or] evidence which is cl ea

substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).) While this comment is noted for the record,
as the comment does not raise any specific issue with respect to the content or adequacy of the
Draft EIR or the Projectodos potential environment a

Comment No. ORG 4-9

Conclusion

The City must reject the Projects as-propose for these plots. They are only suitable for
construction elsewhere.
Response to Comment No. ORG 4-9

This comment provides a conclusion to the earlier comments and asks the City to reject the
Project. The comment will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the
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decision-makers. However, because the comment does not raise any specific issue with respect

to the content or adequacy of the Draft EI
further response is warranted.
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Comment Letter No. ORG 5

Dean Wallraff, Executive Director
Counsel for AIDS Healthcare Foundation
Advocates for the Environment

10211 Sunland Boulevard

Shadow Hills, CA 91040

Email received May 20, 2020

Comment No. ORG 5-1

Mr. Como:

Please add the attached letter to the record for the 6220 West Yucca Project and add me to the
interest list for that project, so | receive naotices of hearings, etc.

Also, please reply to this email to acknowledge receipt.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-1

The comment requests that the comment | etter be a
and that the commenter, Advocates for the Environment on behalf of AIDS Healthcare

Foundation, be added to the list of interested parties for the Project. These requests are noted.

Otherwise, as the comment does not raise any issues with respect to the content or adequacy of

the Draft EIR or the Projectdés potenti al environn
Responses to the referenced letter are provided below in Responses to Comments Nos. ORG 5-

2 to ORG 5-21, below.

Comment No. ORG 5-2

Dear Mr. Como:

Advocates for the Environment submits the comments in this letter on behalf of our client, the
AIDS Healthcare Foundation (AHF), regarding the proposed 6220 West Yucca Project (the
Project), to demolish 44 existing residential units and construct a mixed-use development within
the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. We have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) released on April 23, 2020, and submit comments during
the public comment period ending on June 8, 2020.

The proposed Project includes a mixed-use development in two buildings of 20 and 3 stories,
with a 136-room hotel, 12,570 square feet of commercial and restaurant uses, and 210 multi-
family residential units. None of the residential units are planned to be affordable units.

The Project involves a zone change, a height district change, a site plan review, various
conditional use permits, findings of consistency with the Hollywood Community Plan and
objectives in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, a development agreement, an owner
participation agreement, a vesting tentative tract map, and a haul route permit, as well as other
discretionary and ministerial permits and approvals.
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Response to Comment No. ORG 5-2

This comment summarizes the Project as set forth in the Draft EIR, but does not raise any issues
with respect to the content or adequacy of the Dr
effects. Therefore, no response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 5-3

Demolition of Rent-Controlled Housing

AHF is opposed to demolishing rent-controlled housing. Because the Costa-Hawkins Rental
Housing Act curtails the creation of new rent-controlled housing, such housing is gone forever
once it is demolished. Even with potential future changes to Costa Hawkins, that would not itself
create additional rent control locally in Los Angeles. It is inexcusable to demolish rent stabilized
units. Currently, the Project site contains 43 residential units subject to rent control under the Rent
Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). The disruption to current tenants is extreme and it is harmful to
approve projects where existing vulnerable tenants live when there are plenty of sites in Los
Angeles that would not require the demolition of rent controlled housing. Even with a full right of
return, described below, this project would cause a major and unnecessary disruption to tenants
in rent-controlled units. The Applicant should find another site for this Project, where RSO units
do not need to be demolished to make way for the Project.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-3

The comment claims that, once the existing RSO units are demolished, new RSO cannot be
developed, and that the Project should provide a pathway for existing tenants of the existing RSO
units to return to the Project, once built. The comment also urges the Applicant to build the Project
at a different site not including existing RSO units, to avoid these problems.

The commenter misunderstands the Project and the RSO. As explained on pages II-7 and II-8 of
Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would replace the 43 existing RSO
units with 210 RSO units, and includes an offer to the existing tenants of the existing RSO units
of a right to return to a comparable unit in the Project, once occupied, at the same rent they are
paying now, plus annual rent increases allowed under the RSO; in addition, for those tenants who
accept the Projjecdtoswoulferf,undcdet PPe odi fference in t
tenantsd current rent and new rent during constru
explained on page 3-27 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR,
the Modified Alternative 2 would replace the existing 43 RSO units with 252 RSO units and 17
multi-family units covenanted for Very Low-Income households. See Topical Response No. 2,
Rent Stabilized Housing, and Response to Comment No. FORM 1-4, above, regarding RSO units,
and how the Project and the Modified Alternative 2me et t he requirements of tfF

The comments on the merits of the Project do not address the content of the Draft EIR or the
environmental effects of the Project. These comments will become part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the decision-makers. While this comment is noted for the record,
no further response is warranted.
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Comment No. ORG 5-4

Treatment of Existing Tenants

If the Project constructs new units and they are subject to the RSO, as the DEIR says they
will be (p. 1I-8), the Applicant may set the rents at market rate. (LAMC § 151.28.) This will price
them out of reach of the existing tenants.

The DEI R st ates that it he Project woul d pr
comparable units within the Project at thei
under t he RSQG8)autthdirightR illysory bechuse it is not enforceable by the City
or the tenants. It should be made enforceable by including it as a Condition of Approval. Since
the Applicant is offering the right of return, the Applicant should be willing to agree to such a
condition.

The DEIR also states that relocation assistance must be provided to existing tenants displaced
when their units are demolished for the Project. (p. II-7.) But the assistance required by law is
limited to 42 months, and Project construction could take longer than that. If this occurs, existing
tenants will need to pay by themselves the
and the rent of the units they temporarily occupy during construction. If they cannot afford to pay
the differential, they may be evicted and become homeless.

The project description contains extremely little information about the anticipated construction
schedule, which says only that construction may begin as early as 2020 with construction
activities ongoing for approximately two years, and that full build-out and occupancy could occur
as early as 2022 but would be dependent on final construction timing. While there are many
unknowns in a construction schedule, the description does not provide essential information about
the potential factors and likely effects of such factors, including an estimate of the longest time
construction might last. This is problematic given the impact on current residents, because it fails
to inform the public and decision-makers about the potential length of time those residents might
need to live somewhere else, and the potential for them to become homeless as a result of
extended construction time.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-4

Thecomment specul ates that the Project 0stenkris@f
the existing RSO units. The comment also acknowledges the Project includes an offer of a right
of return to those tenants, but claims that Project component is illusory unless the City makes it a
condition of approval. The comment then speculates that, if Project construction lasts longer than
42 months, the statutory relocation payments may end before the existing tenants can relocate to
the Project, once occupied, and those could be evicted and be homeless.

The commenter misunderstands the Project. The Project includes offering the existing tenants of
the existing RSO units the right to return, as described on pages II-7 and II-8 of Chapter Il, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, as does the Modified Alternative 2, as referred to on page 3-16 of
Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR. Therefore, this offer is not
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2. Responses to Comments

illusory and is as much a part of the Project or of the Modified Alternative 2 as are their residential
units, and no condition of approval is required. Further, as described at pages II-7 and 1I-8 of
Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR and referred to on page 3-16 of Chapter 3,
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, both the Project and the Modified
Alternative 2 include paying the tenants who accept the right to return the difference in their rent
during the time of construction, however long construction lasts, until the tenants are able to
exercise their right to return.

The commenter 6s s p e ctintechopiniom do nat nodstitutenssbstantal exicence
(CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a)), and are contradicted by the substantial evidence in the EIR.

The comments on the merits of the Project do not address the content of the Draft EIR or the
environmental effects of the Project. These comments will become part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the decision-makers. While this comment is noted for the record,
no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 5-5

Incomplete Project Description

The Conditions of Approval are an important part of the description of the Project, because
they may | imit the Projectdés soci al and environme
and Reporting Plan is an important part of the project description, because it provides information
on how mitigation will be ensured.

CEQA requires a stable and complete project description. As of this writing, Conditions of
Approval, Findings, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan are not available on the
Proj ect 6s A-RenorchWeb site. &Vithiout a&ccess to these documents, members of the
public cannot adequately evaluate the Draft Environmental Impact Report, in violation of CEQA.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-5

The comment asserts that the Project Description in Chapter I, Project Description, of the Daft
EIR is defective because it does not include either the Conditions of Approval or the Mitigation
Monitoring Plan. The comment is illogical. The Conditions of Approval and the Mitigation
Monitoring Program for a project are not adopted until the lead agency has determined to approve
a project. The City has not yet determined whether to approve the Project or the Modified
Alternative 2. The Projectds Mitigation Meas s @BFs),( MMs) 3
which would become part of the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) are summarized on pages
11-31 through 11-38 in Chapter II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR; as described on page 3-16
of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the same MMs would be
implemented by and the same PDFs would be incorporated into the Modified Alternative 2. The
MMs and PDFs are also identified and discussed, where applicable, throughout Chapter 1V of the
Draft EIR in conjunction with the evaluation of specific potential environmental impacts of the
Project, and throughout pages 3-29 through 3-65 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and
Corrections, of this Final EIR for the Maodified Alternative 2. The final version of the MMP is
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provided in Chapter 1V, Mitigation Monitoring Program, of this Final EIR; however, it is still subject
to revision during the continuing administrative process. Again, Conditions of Approval for the
Project would not be adopted by the City unless and until the City has made a determination to
approve the Project or the Modified Alternative 2, which has not yet occurred. If the City should
decide to approve the Project, the Conditions of Approval for the Project would include the MMP,
and such additional conditions placed on the Project by the decision-makers during the approval
process.

Comment No. ORG 5-6

Demolition of Rent-Controlled Housing

The DEIR (p. 1I-8) st ates that the AProject wesiddntthh pr ovi
dwelling units as RSO units. o But the DEIR doesnbd
is no representation that it will be required as a condition of approval. The RSO requires that units
built to replace demolished RSO units be subject to the RSO (LAMC § 151.28 A), but allows the
landlord to obtain an exemption to the RSO requirement if the units are affordable. (LAMC 8§

151.28 B.)

The change in the unitsdé RSO status is not itse
theincreaseinr ent s, either wunder t he R&GO®@mdsinthe®rwojecsi on al
or under the RSO exemption, may result in homelessness for existing tenants, which is an
environmental impact under CEQA. CEQA requires the DEIR to analyze this potentially significant
impact, but it does not.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-6

The comment asserts that the description of the F
and that the City must include a condition of approval requiring that all 210 residential units be
governed by the RSO to make this goal enforceabl e.
speculation that the new RSO units may be rented at rates that the existing tenants of the existing

RSO units cannot afford.

The commenter misunderstands the Project, and the purpose of a Project Description in an EIR.
Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR describes the Project; therefore, the statement on
pagell-8 t hat all of the Projectdés 210 reskegrmptoni al un
of a facet of the Project, not a goal i no condition of approval is required to impose that
requirement on the Project because it is already a part of the Project as proposed. Similarly, pages
3-16 through 3-17 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR
describe the Modified Alternative 2, not goals of the Modified Alternative 2; therefore, the
statements on pages 3-27, 3-43, and 3-54 that the Modified Alternative 2 will include 252 multi-
family RSO units and 17 multi-family units covenanted for Very Low-Income households is a
description of those facets of the Modified Alternative 2, and no condition of approval is required
to impose those requirements on the Modified Alternative 2 because they are already a part of
the Modified Alternative 2 as proposed. Moreover, the provision of RSO units within the Project
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and Modified Alternative 2, is mandated by and complies with the requirements of the RSO.
(LAMC, §151.28.)

Regarding the comment ere@ RSOwupits would reot be affordablditathe t h e
existing tenants, see Response to Comment No. ORG 5-4, above.

To the extent the comments do not address the content of the Draft EIR or the environmental
effects of the Project. These comments will become part of the administrative record and will be
considered by the decision-makers. While this comment is noted for the record, no further
response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 5-7

Land Use

The DEIR claims that the Project is consistent with the applicable General Plan, but part of
the Project site is designated Highway-Oriented Commercial. There is no definition of that land-
use designation in the applicable portions of the General Pland the Framework Element or the
Hollywood Community Pland so there is no basis fort he DEI R6s contenti on t
consistent with that land-use designation. The City thus abuses its discretion in finding the Project
consistent with the General Plan.

Measure JJJ requires that, to be-dgrictictangethag f or
results in increased allowable residential floor
a certain amount of affordable housing. (LAMC § 11.5.11.) This Project seeks such changes, but
provides no affordable housing, as that term is defined under Measure JJJ. The Project approval
would therefore violate Measure JJJ.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-7

The comment claims that the Project is inconsistent with the General Plan because part of the
Project Site is designated Highway-Oriented Commercial. The comment also asserts that the
Project fails to comply with Measure JJJ by not including affordable housing units. The comment
is incorrect.

As shown in Figure IV.H-1 in Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft EIR, and as
discussed on page 1I-5 of Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project Site is

h e

designated Regional Center Commer ci al and Medi um
analysis of the Project 6s anpagssilVsH28throughIWhH 30bBndt he Ger

pages IV.H-37 and IV.H-38 of Section IV.H, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, and the

Final El R6s Modifiedd plernative 86fs tchoensi st ency wionpageshe Gen:

3-43 through 3-44 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR are
correct.

Further, Measure JJJOs requirementModftdAdtsnatvet appl

2because the Projectbés application was deemed ¢c
contrast, did not become effective until December 2016. Under the state Subdivision Map Act, a
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| ocal agency may only apply the fdfofraddtn@nemest heod a
application is deemed complete. (Govt. Code § 66474.2.) Therefore, Measure JJJ cannot be
applied to either the Project or to the Modified Alternative 2.

Comment No. ORG 5-8

Improper Labelling of Some Mitigation Measures as Project Design Features

The DEIR concludes some environmental impacts are not significant because of project
design features (PDFs) included in the Project. This conclusion violates CEQA because many of
the identified PDFs, rat her ddsignnarednefacinngeastires#t ur es ¢
reduce or eliminate environmental impacts. The City was required to evaluate the significance of
impacts before mitigation and then analyze available mitigation measures and the selection of
some and rejection of others. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B).)

The PDFs that are in reality mitigation measures include, but are not limited to, PDF- AES-2,
temporary construction fencing; PDF-AQ-1, green building measures; PDF-GHG-1, GHG
emission offsets; PDF-GHG-2, 20% of code-required parking capable of supporting future EVSE;
PDF-GHG-3, 5% of code-required parking equipped with EV charging stations; PDF-TRAF-1,
construction traffic management plan; PDF-TRAF-2, pedestrian safety plan; and PDF-WS-1,
water conservation measures.

The mischaracterization of mitigation measures as project design features is highlighted by
the project design features identified for noise impacts. PDF-NOI-1 provides that generators used
in construction will be electric or solar powered, while MM-NOI-2 provides for use of electric power
cranes and other electric equipment during construction. PDF-NOI- 2 prohibits impact pile drivers
and blasting during construction, and MM-NOI-2 contains those same prohibitions among its
requirements.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-8

The comment cl aims that the Draft EI'R violates
significant impacts and identifying appropriate feasible mitigation measures and instead

i mproperly using PDFs t o avoiadmpacts. Theicomimentcaenst he Pr
that the listed PDFs are actually mitigation measures.

The commenter is incorrect. CEQA encourages a project applicant to design a project to avoid or
reduce its impacts from the onset. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2).) CEQA does not require
that a project include or retain environmentally impactful components, analyze their impacts, and
later include mitigation to reduce those impacts, as the commenter suggests. Avoiding
environmental problems in the first instance by agreeing to incorporate certain design elements
or, in the case of the Project, the use of certain pollution-reducing equipment and other
environmentally friendly use restrictions and design elements into the Project as proposed, is
encouraged by CEQA and regulatory agencies and constitutes sound public policy. (See Mission
Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160, 185
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[Whether identified as mitigation or a PDF, the label ultimately does not matter so long as project
impacts are fully and fairly disclosed in an EIR].)

Al of the Projectdéds PDFs are specific design and
Project Applicant and agreed to by the City that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or reduce
its potenti al environment al effects. The Project A

the City will take appropriate steps to enforce and verify compliance with these commitments.

Some PDFs are features whose benefits in reducing potential impacts are obvious without the

need for extensive anal ysi s ieuchas RD&E ARSF2otenpararyd s pot e
construction fencing, PDF TRAF-1, construction traffic management plan, and PDF TRAF-2,

pedestrian safety plan. PDF-AQ-2, consistingofa | i st of A Green Buil ding Fe
into the Projectds design whose requirements the
efficient appliances and water-efficient fixtures, the installation of solar panels, a ban on

fireplaces, drought-tolerant plants and low-flow irrigation. Similarly, the GHG PDFs and the WS

PDF contain features to reduce GHG emissions and water use, respectively. These are purely

design elements. The commenterés suggesatanaljgzea t hat
the Projectodos i mpacts wi flow water éxtufes and igigation, avatgy | i anc e
intensive landscaping, fireplaces, no accommodation for alternative-fueled vehicles and wasteful

water use, only to then include the green building features, GHG and water use reduction
measures as mitigation, highlights the fundament a

PDF NOI-1 and PDF NOI-2 also are not mitigation measures mischaracterized as PDFs. PDF

NOI-1 requires generators used during construction to be electric- or solar-powered and located

away from sensitive uses, and PDF NOI-2 bans impact pile drivers and blasting. Mitigation

Measure MM NOI-2 is a standard noise mitigation measure that more broadly controls noise

generated by construction equipment, and also happens to ban the use of pile drivers of any type

and blasting. The fact that PDF NOI-2 and MM NOI-2 overlap in that one respect is legally

irrelevant under CEQA, since the Project Applicant voluntarily incorporated PDF NOI-1 and PDF

NOI-2 into the Project, whether or not the EI RGOS an
in any potentially significant noise impacts. Choosing to implement such environmentally friendly

measures into projects in the first instance is encouraged under CEQA.

Therefore, the Projectds i mpacts were properly an
taking the Projectodés PDFs into consideration as d

Comment No. ORG 5-9
The Projectds GHG | mpact s asibteditiGation frsiRéquiced nt , So Al |

The DEIR correctly states the GHG emissions should be analyzed as cumulative impacts
under CEQA. (DEIR p. IV.F-14.) The key issue is whether the GHG impacts are cumulatively
considerable. There is a lower threshold for finding an impact to be cumulatively considerable
than for finding that it is significant. The Pr o]
Therefore, CEQA requires all feasible mitigation measures to be adopted.

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-132



2. Responses to Comments

As discussed in the previous section of this letter, PDF-GHG-1 is really a mitigation measure.
It requires off-site offsets, and offsi t e of fsets have nothing to do wi
t herefore candét be project design features.

One of the significance thresholds the DEIR adopted for GHGi mpacts i s AWould tF
conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emi ssions of GHGs4?50. )( DEnl Rs upp.p olr\M. Fo f its concl usi
emissions are not cumulatively considerable under this threshold, the DEIR analyzes consistency
with the CARB 2017 Climate ChaZmgde RCTPP iSCE, Plaand, t e
Green New Deal and Green Building Code. Despite t
Project is consistent with none of these documents.

The primary goal of the CARB 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (2017 Scoping Plan) is
to reduce Californiads GHG emissions 40% below 19
The DEI R6s concl usi o nistenttwihtthe 201 &ScdpingoPjae is dn imip@tant o n s
part of the DEI R6s analysis purporting to show
cumulatively considerable.

Yet the DEIR contains no significant analysis showing the Project is consistent with the 2017
Scoping Plan. A quick comparison shows it is not consistent. The 2017 Scoping Plan calls for a
statewide reduction of between 27% and 32% in transportation emissions. (2017 Scoping Plan p.
31.) But the Project will result in a net increase of 2,652 daily trips (Appendix L, Traffic Study, p.
2) and 11,929 vehicle miles travelled (VMT) (DEIR p. IV.L-45). The addition of a large amount of
traffic is not consistent with statewide goals to reduce traffic by approximately 30%. This same
critique of inconsistency is applicable in the areas of Residential and Commercial (building
design), Electric Power, and Global Warming Potential (GWP).

The DEI Ros GHG analysis also suffers from the s
faulted in the Newhall case (Center for Biological Diversity v. Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62
Cal.4th 204), namely that the Project, to be consistent with statewide GHG- reduction goals, must
do more thanitspro-r at a share because most housing in the ¢
GHG emissions in the next ten years. New projects must bear a larger than average share of the
reductions in order to be consistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan.

On December 5, 2008, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted
guidance on CEQA GHG thresholds, including a screening level of 3,000 MTCO2e for residential
and commercial projects. (http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/cega/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2, p. 8.) The Project will emit 3,134 MTCO2e (DEIR p.
IV.F-8 2) , which is higher than the threshol d, so th
cumul atively considerable using the SCAQMD&s t hre
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Since GHG emissions are significant, the City must adopt all feasible mitigation measures.
There are many possibilities, such as:

9 Eliminating natural gas from the Project. Using all electric appliances for space and water
heating and for cooking wild/ progressively | owe
increasingly obtains its electricity from renewable sources; it will also eliminate methane
emissions from leaks, which will reduce the high-GWP (global warming potential) emissions.

1 Solar panels and battery storage. The Project could obtain a substantial part of its electricity
from solar panels, which could be backed up with battery storage on-site so the power
generated on-site could be used at times when the sun is not shining. An advanced control
system would allow electric vehicles to be charged from on-site batteries, or from the grid at
ti mes when overall usage Fourteguirementsower i ng the gr

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-9

The comment claims there is a different, and | owe
contribution would be cumulatively considerable than for determining whether a Project would

have a significant cumulative impact. The comment provides no support for this assertion, which

is contrary to the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h), 15065(a)(3), 15131(a), and

15355. AArgument , specul ati on, unsubstantiated 0
clearly erroneous or i naccurated does not consti
88 15064(f)(5), 15384(a).)

The commentalsoi ncorrectly asserts that the Projectds Gt
considerable, arguing that PDF-GHG-1 is actually a mitigation measure rather than a PDF, that

the Project is inconsistent with the CARBG6-2017 CI
2040 RTP/ SCS, and the Cityds Gr een New Deal and
consi stent with the Stateds GHG reducti o-mtagoal s,
shared to comply with the CalQefiter forBiolegicd Diversigvne Co ur |
Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, and, therefore, that mitigation measures must be

considered and adopted. The commenter suggests mitigation measures that eliminate all use of

natural gas and that require fulfilling a substantial portion of its electricity demand from solar

panels.

The Draft EIR contains substanti al evidence supp
emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4

states that a lead agency shall make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to

describe, calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.

A lead agency has the discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to:

(1) quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project; and/or; or (2) rely on a qualitative

analysis or performance based standards. The City has exercised its discretion to utilize

gualitative thresholds, which is stated on pages IV.F-36 through IV.F-44, and fully explained on

pages IV.F-65 through 1V.F-80 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR. The
statement in the comment t hat the Projectos GHG
incorrect and unsubstantiated.
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The GHG significance determination i s +GbG-1ltb

ased o

provide or obtain GHG emission offsets as requirecf

documentation pursuant to the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental
Leadership Act. As discussed on page IV.F-88 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of
the Draft EIR, projects are not required to comply with the Jobs and Economic Improvement
Through Environmental Leadership Act under CEQA. Nonetheless, the Project would voluntarily
meet the requirements of the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental
Leadership Act, which requires, among other things, that the Project qualify for LEED Silver
Certification, be located on an infill site, and not result in any net additional GHG emissions. The
Project will meet the commitments documented in the Application for Environmental Leadership
Development Project, inclusive of Exhibits 1 through 7, the California Air Resources Board

(CARB) St aff Evaluati on, the Governoros Determinat

Committee and the Joint Budget Committee Concurrence Letter, all of which are contained in
Appendix G-2 of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-46, above.

As discussed on pages IV.F-35 and IV.F-36 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the
Draft EIR, in the absence of any adopted thresholds of general application, the City as Lead
Agency has determined that t he Pmobheecanuldteely
considerable and therefore would not have a significant cumulative effect on the environment if
the Project is found to be consistent with the applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce

net GH

GHG emissions, including the emissions reduct i on measures discussed wi

Climate Change Scoping Pl an, SCAGOs 2016
(Sustainable City pLAn 2019) and Green Building Code. Therefore, if the Project would not conflict
with these plans, the City would be able to achieve its GHG reduction goals, and, therefore, these
plans can be used at a project level to show a projects consistency with the plans.

In addition, support for this threshold is found in California Supreme Court case law, such as
Center for Biological Diversity et al. vs. California Department of Fish and Wildlife and Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576.).

Thus, substantial evidence supports that the City has properly exercised its discretion to utilize a
gualitative threshold based on consistency

RTP/ SC

wi t h

SCAG6s 2016 RTP/ SCS, and the Cityds Green New Deal

Building Code. As the substantial evidence provided on pages IV.F-45 through 1V.F-87 of Section
IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR shows, the Project would be consistent with
the applicable provisions of these plans. Therefore, the Draft EIR properly concludes, based on
substanti al e vi de n GKG impadisaate lesshhan skymificgnteandt ndtigation
measures are not required.

[
.

Contrary to the assertions made in the comment, tF

consistency with the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan on pages IV.F-55 through IV.F-66 of
Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which provide substantial evidence describing in detail
that the Project would not conflict with applicable actions and strategies related to energy, mobile
sources, water, solid waste, and other actions and strategies. In addition, the comment
erroneously conflates Project-level vehicle miles traveled (VMT) with consistency with GHG plan,
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policy, and regulations. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan is focused on the broad context
of GHG emissions statewide. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan does not mandate or even
suggest a moratorium on new development as a strategy to reduce GHG emissions. In fact, the
2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan supports new transit-oriented and infill development.!®
Specifically, the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan recognizes that accelerating transit-oriented
and infill development is a pathway for reducing VMT and promoting sustainable communities.*®
Clearly, when viewed in isolation, any net new development would generate additional VMT from
its proposed uses and generate additional mobile source GHG emissions. However, an isolated
view of a single projectdés VMT and associated GH
broader context, is inappropriate for a GHG emissions analysis. As stated on page IV.F-85 of
Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, GHG emission impacts are by their
very nature cumulative as both the California Natural Resources Agency and CAPCOA, as well
as the commenter, have recognized. When viewed in the broader context of GHG emissions, the
reason the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan recognizes that accelerating transit-oriented and
infill development is a pathway for reducing VMT is because such developments would
accommodate and serve a greater population in a less GHG-intensive manner. Pages IV.F-46
through IV.F-54 of Section IV.F, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR describe in detalil
that the Project is located in a high-quality transit area (HQTA), areas the 2016 RTP/SCS has
targeted for the most intense future development. Additionally, these pages describe at length the
factors that would support public transit usage, which include: increased density on the Project
Site; location efficiency of the Project Site in proximity to high-quality transit and other existing
commerci al, entertainment, and rusesdesige that iwauld uses;
reduce VMT by allowing on-site residents and visitors to take advantage of different commercial
services on the site without the need to drive; and improving the pedestrian environment to
encourage walking and bicycling.

Regarding the c¢comment €&HG-5is artaallyeamitigation measura, refePtd F
Response to Comment No. ORG 5-8, above.

Comment No. ORG 5-10

Inadequate Analysis of Air-Quality Impacts

The DEIR does not sufficiently analyze or mitigate air-quality impacts of the Project. Among
its flaws, the DEIR does not adequately analyze operational air-quality impacts of the Project. The
DEIR states that the operational emission estimates assume compliance with PDF-AQ-1, which
includes increased energy efficiency features. The measures included in PDF-AQ-1 are measures
designed to reduce operational emissionsd in other words, they are mitigation measures.
Therefore, the DEIR fails to present information and analysis about the potentially significant
operational impacts without mitigation.

18CARB, Californiads 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan,
1I9cCARB, Californi aodngeStdpibgrPlag pages 8, &, a@l84, November 2017.
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The DEIR also fails to adequately discuss or support the selection of significance thresholds
for air-quality impacts, contrary to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-10

The commenter again claims that PDF AQ-1 should be a mitigation measure, not a PDF, and that

the Draft EIR improperly analyzes the Pr.deect 6s ¢
comment also claims that the Draft EIR violates CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 by failing to

di scuss or support the selection of the threshold
potential air quality impacts.

The Pr oj ect oquality impaetsarei analyzedin Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft
EIR.PDFAQ-1 i s properly designated as a PDF, and the L
impacts assuming that PDF AQ-1 is a feature of the Project. See Response to Comment No.

ORG 5-8, above.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 addresses thresholds of significance. Subsection (b) of

Section 15064.7 provides that lead agencies have the discretion to either adopt thresholds of
significance for gener al ase-Byease basis adiprovided ih Bectiers ho | d s
15064(b)(2).) Subsection (c) of Section 15064.7 provides that, when adopting or using thresholds

of significance, | ead agencies can consider thre
recommended by otherpubl i ¢ agencies or recommended by expert
are supported by substantial evidence.

The comment completely ignores the Draft El R6s ¢
significance used to deter mi ne tohpmageRIV.B3htoughs pot er
IV.B-40 of the Draft EIR, where it explains why the thresholds are relevant and how they reduce

the Projectés i mpacts, as required by subsection
explains that the City had determined to use the checklist items from Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines as t hethr&hotd$ of sighificanceaand to rglyut@d great gxtent on

the expert advice and guidance of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

as the regional air quality expert. Where applicable, the Draft EIR uses the South Coast Air Quality
Management Districtdos (SCAQMD) numeric indicators c
of the Projectbdés impacts under -36thraughelV.B-38.y ®os hol d s .
determine the Projectds consi st erneclyi emd tchn atire qU@A C
Air Quality Handbook, potential odor impacts, and potential cumulative impacts. (See pages IV.B-

36 and 1V.B-38 through IV.B-40.) Therefore, the Draft EIR relies on air quality thresholds of

significance supported by the regional air quality expert, the SCAQMD, as permitted by

subsection (c) of Section 15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines and explains each threshold and the

reason for its use. As such, the Draft EIR fully complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7.
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Comment No. ORG 5-11

Inadequate Analysis of Cultural Resources Impacts

The DEI Réos analysis of impacts to cultural
of impacts to historical resources.

The Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District is in the immediate vicinity of the Project site, and in
fact two of its constituent parcels are within the Project site boundaries, with the residences on
those parcels slated for demolition as part of the Project. The Vista del Bar/Carlos Historic District
was determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, andd although the DEIR
relegates this information to a footnoted is listed in the California Register of Historic Resources,
and is therefore a historical resource under CEQA.

The DEI R6s anal ydudes thattmgoerwdl peeno diggificantdnmpacts to the Vista
del Mar/Carlos Historic District. First, the analysis concludes that 1765 North Vista del Mar Avenue
is not a contributor to the historic district, but that conclusion was not properly reached. The
historic district was first recognized in 1984, and 1765 North Vista del Mar Avenue was identified
as a contributor then, as it was in 1994 and in 2010. The DEIR claims that 1765 North Vista del
Mar Avenue does not meet the criteria for eligibility as a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos
Historic District because it has been highly altered. But the alterations referenced occurred before
the residence was identified as a contribut
now, just because a developer wishes to demolish the residence, it no longer is a contributor to
the historic district.

The DEIR cannot rely on Public Resources Code section 5024.1(g)(4) to re-evaluate the

resaold

or ,

historic district for purposes of the Projectinaway thatconf | i ct s with the Cityos

surveys, which have not determined that 1765 North Vista del Mar Avenue is an ineligible non-
contributor. This includes both the 2010 and 2020 Hollywood surveys, both of which identified 14
contributors to the historic district, not 13, as stated in the DEIR.

Additionally, the conclusion that the Project will not cause a significant impact to the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District is based on a faulty analysis of impacts to the individual buildings
without adequate consideration of the character of the historic district as a whole.

Lastly, the DEIR fails to support its conclusion that demolition of the residences at 1765 and
1771 Vista del Mar and their replacement with the Project would not result in the removal of any
key physical characteristics of the district that convey its historical significance and justify its
inclusion in the California Register or eligibility for inclusion in the National Register. The
statement is not supported by analysis, so the DEIR lacks information showing the analytical route
to the conclusion. Similarly, the analysis of compatibility between Building 2 and the historic

di strictés buildings is conclusory and unsupporte

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-11

The comment claimstheDraft EI R6s analysis of the Projec
District is defective for several reasons, including: (1) it improperly concludes that 1765 N. Vista
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Del Mar is not a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos District because the disqualifying

alterations were made before the residence was identified as a contributor; (2) the analysis

i mproperly conflicts with the Cityob6s 201Gheand 20
analysis does not consider the character of the District as a whole; (4) the analysis does not

consider the effect of removing key physical characteristics of the District that convey its historical

significance and replacing them with the Project.

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, together with the Historical Resources
Assessment Report and the Historical Resources Peer Review Report prepared for the Draft EIR
(and contained in Appendix D to the Draft EIR), provide substantial evidence supporting the Draft
El R6s concl usi ons t Maais nol& adriribubdr to thie \Asta alel Ndae/Carlos
Historic District and, in fact, should never have been identified as a contributor to the District
beginning in 1984, as a result of the addition of a second story to the residence in 1935 that
altered the original 1918 residence beyond recognition. See the discussion on page IV.C-24 of
the Draft EIR.

The statement in the comment t h at t he Ci t Yublc &esaucces Cade Section

5024. 1( g)e(vda)l utact efor et he el i gi b islaicdantyibutorfto the Yi&ebdelVi st a ¢
Mar/Carlos Historic District as assessed in prior surveys does not correctly characterize the Draft

EIl R6s historic resource impact analysis. Publ ic |
factors for the inclusion of historic resource surveys in the California Register, and provides that

a survey submitted for inclusion in the register should be re-evaluated if it is more than 5 years of

age. A misstatement on Page IV.C-20 of the Draft EIR that incorrectly suggestedthat t he di st ri
eligibility for inclusion in the register would be re-evaluated has been corrected in the Final EIR,

Chapter 3, Revisions Clarification and Corrections, at pages 3-6 and 3-7.

CEQA requires a lead agency to make two distinct determinations regarding potential impacts to
historical resources. First, the lead agency must decide whether the project would impact any
CEQA-defined "historical resources.” Second, if there is a historic resource that would be
impacted, the lead agency must decide if the project's impacts on the resource will be "significant.o
(CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(a) and (b).) With respect to the first determination, because the
Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District is listed in the California Register, it is treated in the Draft
EIR as an historical resource, and the potential impacts of the Project on the historical resource
are appropriately evaluated.

The Draft EI R6s analysis did not assess whether t
rather, the analysis assumes the validity of the determination that the district is an historical
resource because the district is listed in the California Register. As such, the Draft EIR analyzes,
among other things, whether the two residential structures at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar are
valid contributors to the historic district in light of a detailed review of the bui | di ngsd hi st
documentation, assessing whether the planned demolition of those buildings under the Project
would have a significant impact on the district. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, in Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, p. IV.C-35, iBecause the Project would result in the removal of these two highly
altered, ineligible residences that do not contribute to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District,
the Project would not demolish, destroy, or alter any primary character-defining features of the
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Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District that would qualify it for listing in the California Register or
any other relevant historical resources lists.0 )

Notably, the prior surveys, which were evaluations that covered numerous properties in larger
geographic areas, were, by necessity, not in-depth analyses of individual potential resources
determined at such times to be contributors. The prior survey analyses of the district are provided
in Appendix E of Draft EIR, Appendix D-1. In these surveys, the analyses of each of the individual
buildings within the district, including 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, consist of brief
assessments based on limited facts about each individual building. In addition, as noted in the
Draft EIR, the 1994 evaluation of 1765 N. Vista Del Mar (incorrectly identified as 1767 N. Vista
Del Mar in the survey) was flawed, as it determined the building was eligible as a contributor
despi te notadrigingl ddsignaot thisttvioestoryi residence cannot be discerned from its
present appearancedba nd t hat tditexed beyand recognitipn. ( Dr aft E}
1, Appendix E.) As indicated, such alterations included, most notably, the addition of a second
story to the original building in a different style in 1935. The 1994 analysis did not mention that
this substantial 1935 addition to the building fell outside the 1908-1922 period of significance for
the district, or provide any analysis of how that substantial alteration in combination with other
alterations impacted the integrity of the building under National Register standards. The 2010
survey analysis is even more cursory, noting with a small list of changes to the building, without
any analysis, that 1765. Vista Del Mar fAret

Conversely, the Draft EIR conducts an in depth, intensive-level analysis of the eligibility of 1765
N. Vista Del Mar for contributor status to ascertain whether its demolition would constitute a
significant impact on the district, evaluating building permits and a variety of other historical
records regarding the property, assessing in detail such facts against the applicable criteria for
inclusion in the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, and the applicable criteria for individual
resource and contributor status. (Draft EIR, pp. IV.C-1371 15; 20 - 24; and Appendix D-1, at pages
21-36, 58-60.) As a result of the substantial alterations to the building occurring outside the period
of significance to the district documented in the analysis, and in light of the unremarkable and
stylistically inconsistent design and appearance of the building, the Draft EIR appropriately
concludes that 1765 N. Vista Del Mar was improperly determined to be a contributor to the district
previously, as it lacked sufficient integrity and quality to adequately convey the historic
significance of the district. This determination is more than sufficiently supported by facts in the
record, and the comment provides no facts that would suggest otherwise, merely incorrectly
stating that limited prior determinations in surveys cannot be reconsidered. Based on the
conclusion that the 1765 N. Vista Del Mar residence is not validly a contributor to the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District, the Draft EIR concludes its demolition would not result in a significant
impact becausei t woul d not materially impair any
features that render it eligible for listing, a determination fully supported but substantial evidence
in the record. (Draft EIR, Section I.C, Cultural Resources, p. IV.C-35.)

Moreover, the contention that, once a historic resources survey determines an individual building
is a district contributor, that analysis can never again be revisited is further undermined by the
fact that the 1994 survey determined 1771 N. Vista Del Mar was a contributor, while it was
downgraded in the 2010 Hollywood Survey to a 6Z CHR Status Code, meaning it was determined

6220 West Yucca Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report August 2020
2-140

ai

of

App

ns

t

he
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to not be eligible as an individual resource or contributor. Thus, 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, which is
not mentioned in the comment regarding the reevaluation of the prior survey results that focuses
on 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, was determined ineligible as a contributor to the district based on further
evaluation in 2010. The ineligibility of 1771 N. Vista del Mar as a contributor is confirmed by the
analysis conducted for the Draft EIR. As is true of the analysis of 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, the
analysis with respect to 1771 N. Vista Del Mar is supported by substantial evidence.

The assertion that the Draft EIR does not consider the character of the district as a whole and the
effect of removing the residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar is also incorrect, although
the Draft EIR does not conclude these residences t
as the commenter claims. Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR assesses the
Projectds impacts on the Vi onpagedl¥¢.C-35kheough W&£+3T os Hi s
and concludes, based on substantial evidence, that they would be less than significant. For the
reasons explained on pages IV.C-20 through 1V.C-23, the Draft EIR concludes that the residences
at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar that the Project would demolish are neither individual
resources nor contributors to the District; therefore, their removal would not adversely affect the
di strictds historic status of remove any of its Kk
significance justifying its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register.
Additionally, the Project would have a less than significant indirect effect on the district for the
same reasons, and because the Projectds design, w
bet ween the adjacent district ¢ onutdbdcbmpatiblevith and t h
the district. Additionally, the Project would align with Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of the
I nteriords Standard foronpageh\d®37] i t ati on, as discus

Finally, the Project as well as the Modified Alternative 2 is being considered by the City, as

discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of this Final EIR. As

pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternative 2 woul d el i mi nate the Pr oj e
would not demolish the existing residences located at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar, and would

return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously been converted to a

duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence without changing the

exterior of the structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also convert the existing paved surface

parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista Del Mar Avenue to a

publicly accessible open space/park. Although the residences at 1765 and 1771 N. Vista Del Mar

and the park (former parking lot) are not contributors to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District,

the Modified Al t e r n areténtioe of thedtgo residences without any alteration to their exterior

appearance and creation of a park at the site of the former surface parking lot align with Standards

9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the

Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment (Appendix C-2 to this Final EIR). Therefore, as

analyzed in the Supplemental Historic Resources Assessment, the Modified Alternative 2 would

have even | ess of an effect on the Vista del Ma r |
than significant effect. See Response to Comment No. ORG 2B-3, above.
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Comment No. ORG 5-12

Inadequate Analysis of Hazardous-Materials Impacts

The DEIR omits analysis of hazards and hazardou

conclusion that the Project would have no potentially significant impacts in this area. But the
Project involves demolition of structures built before 1953, which may contain asbestos or lead-
based paint. Toxic dust from the demolition could affect people near the Project site. The Initial
Study relied on regulatory compliance measures to reach the conclusion that any impacts would
be less than significant, including impacts at the nearby Cheremoya Avenue Elementary School.
In failing to discuss potential impacts from hazardous materials, including during the construction
phase, the DEIR fails to provide information necessary to allow adequate evaluation of potential
hazardous-materials impacts.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-12

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should have assessed whether the Project could result

in a significant impact related to hazards or hazardous materials, rather than relying on the Initial
Studyds conclusions that s u ¢ hificantn peaatide she existing d b e |
buildings that would be demolished could contain asbestos or lead-based paint and therefore

could create a hazard to nearby sensitive receptors, including students at the Cheremoya Avenue

Elementary School.

The potential impacts of the Project associated with asbestos containing materials (ACM) and
lead based paint (LBP) are fully addressed, based on substantial evidence, in the Initial Study,
which is attached to the Draft EIR at Appendix A-2, on pages B-15 through B-18. As noted in the
Initial Study, the Project would involve the demolition of buildings constructed between 1918 and
1953, and therefore it is possible that the buildings would contain ACMs and LPBs. (Draft EIR,
Appendix A-2, on p. B-16.) In particular, as noted in the Initial Study, a Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment (ESA) performed for the Project Site, provided as Appendix B to the Draft EIR,
identified the potential presence of ACMs in existing building drywall systems, floor tile mastic,
and stucco, though it noted no friable, i.e., easily crumbled, ACMs. (Draft EIR, Appendix B, Phase
| ESA.) The Phase | ESA also noted that on-site paints, which may consist of LBPs, did not appear
to be chipped broken, but were rather in good condition. The Initial Study identified that the Project
would comply with City Regulatory Compliance Measures 1S-5 and IS-6, which include
requirements to conduct comprehensive surveys of the buildings for ACMs and LPBs prior to
demolition and, if ACMs or LBPs are encountered, to perform abatement efforts in accordance
with SCAQMD Rule 1403, the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants,
applicable Cal-OSHA regulations, and California and Los Angeles Building Code requirements.
(Draft EIR, Appendix A-2, pp. B-16 - B-18.) The Initial Study concluded that, in accordance with
these regulatory compliance measures, Project impacts with respect to ACMs and LBPs would
be less than significant. (Draft EIR, Appendix A-2, p. B-17.)

Under CEQA, compliance with regulations, particularly those consisting of technical requirements
adopted to address particular environmental impacts, can be sufficient to ensure the impacts of
projects are less than significant. (Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912, 933-
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34 [Compliance with building code sufficient to reduce potential energy impacts to less than
significant valid under CEQA]; Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal. App.

4th 884, 906 [A[]A] condition requi oniamdgeasor@abep | i ance

mitigation measureo].) Moreover, where an
that would be less than significant and such conclusion is supported by substantial evidence, such
topics do not have to be carried through and addressed in any further detail in the analysis
provided in the body of an EIR, but rather information regarding such issues can be provided in
an attached Initial Study. (CEQA Guidelines, 88 15128; 15063(c).)

The risks associated with ACMs and LPBs have been studied and extensively documented, as
have been the methods for effectively abating such risks during the process of the demolition of
older structures such as those that would be demolished for the Project and Modified Alternative
2. The extensive study and documentation of effective testing and abatement methods for ACMs
and LPBs are embodied in the applicable regulations that address those topics, which are
identified in City Regulatory Compliance Measures IS-5 and 1S-6. These regulatory requirements
provide substantial evidence to support the conclusion of the Initial Study that the potential
impacts of the Project related to ACMs and LPBs would be less than significant. In accordance
therewith, the City had no obligation to further address the issue in the Draft EIR. Furthermore,
as the Initial Study and the Phase | ESA provide substantial evidence supporting the conclusion
that the Project would not result in any significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials generally, the topic was appropriately scoped out of the body of the Draft EIR, and is
instead addressed in the Initial Study attached to the Draft EIR as Appendixes A-2 and B.

Regarding Cheremoya Avenue Elementary School in particular, the potential impacts from ACMs
and LPBs on the school are addressed in the Initial Study, which can be found at Draft EIR,
Appendix A-2 on page B-18. The Initial Study notes that the school is located approximately one-
guarter mile away from the Project Site and is separated from the Project Site by the 101 Freeway.
It states that that any ACMs or LPBs encountered during demolition of the existing buildings would
be subject City Regulatory Compliance Measures 1S-5 and IS-6, would be localized to the Project
Site, and that the distance of the school and the existence of intervening structures are sufficient
such that no real risk to the students attending the school exists. (Draft EIR, Appendix A-2, p. B-
18.) The Initial Study concludes based on this analysis there would be no significant impact on
the school with respect to ACMs and LPBs, a conclusion supported by substantial evidence.

In response, the comment provides nothing more than speculation that, despite such regulatory
compliance measures identified in the Initial Study that would be required of the Project and
Modified Alternative 2, hazardous materials impacts from ACMs and LBPs may nonetheless be
significant. Under CEQA, speculation is not substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines, 88
15064(f)(5); 15384(a).) Moreover,the c omment provides no suppo
that these topics should have been addressed in the body of the Draft EIR, rather than in the
Initial Study attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix A-2. Further, the comment fails to address the
substant i al evidence in the Initial Study and
conclusion that potential impacts resulting from the removal of ACMs and LBPs during demolition
would be less than significant.
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In addition, as the impacts related to ACMs and LPBs are associated with the demolition of the
existing residential structures on the Project Site, the analysis in the Initial Study applies with
equal force to the Modified Alternative 2, which will also calls for the demolition of existing onsite
structures. Notably, the Modified Alternative 2 reduces this potential impact by preserving two of
the existing onsite structures that the Project would demolish at 1765 and 1771 Vista del Mar
Avenue, which are the two oldest structures on the Project Site. Any work on these buildings
would be conducted in accordance with the same regulatory requirements identified in the Initial
Study. Based on these facts, substantial evidence also supports the conclusion that the Modified
Alternative 2 would not result in significant impacts with respect to ACMs, LPBs and hazardous
materials.

Comment No. ORG 5-13

Inadequate Analysis of Transportation and Traffic Impacts

The DEI R6s analysis of transportation and traf
sufficient, accurate information about potentially significant impacts.

The discussion of impacts under threshold (a) fails to adequately analyze the significance of
the Projectods i mpact s b eTRAFleconstragiondraffe managementn o f P
plan, and PDF-TRAF-2, pedestrian safety plan. The DEIR also incorrectly relies on PDF-TRAF-1
in its analysis of emergency access impacts.

The analysis of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is insufficient and incorrect. The analysis is based
on assumptions that are unsupported and inconsistent with information in other parts of the DEIR
as to the Projectds population. Additionally, the
generated by the Project, including some household VMT and work VMT, as well as VMT from
hotel uses.

The DEIR concludes that the Project would result in a potentially significant impact for
household VMT but that mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1, Transportation Demand Management
Program, would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The conclusion that MM-TRAF-
1 would avoid significant impacts is unsupported by sufficient analysis or by substantial evidence,
including because of the flaws identified above in the analysis of VMT generation.

Also, the DEIR fails to show that MM-TRAF-1 would be effective to avoid potentially significant
impacts. Formulation of this mitigation measure is largely deferred to a time after Project approval,
before issuance of a final certificate of occupancy, and the mitigation is uncertain. MM-TRAF-1
does not identify the exact measures to be implemented, and the effectiveness of transportation
demand management programs varies widely, as the DEIR acknowledges.

One concern is that the DEIR concludes that with MM-TRAF-1, the household VMT per capita
would be reduced from 7.4 to the identified impact threshold of 6.0, thereby reducing impacts to
less than significant. Any errors of the analysis, including those mentioned above, call into
guestion the conclusion that impacts will be less than significant with mitigation. Furthermore, the
DEIR does not explain how MM-TRAF-1 would meet the threshold criterion of being 15% less
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than the existing average household VMT per capita for the Central Area Planning Commission
(APC) area.

The DEI R6s c¢ on ciojecswiloet conflictanith ptograns, plans, ordinances, or
policies addressing the circulation system is insufficiently supported by analysis or substantial
evidence. The reasons for this i ncl caldubationshreed anal yt
discussion, as set forth above. For example, the analysis of consistency with Mobility Plan 2035
relies on MM-TRAF-1, which as discussed previously has not been shown to effectively reduce
VMT impacts to below the Central APC area threshold and average VMT values, nor to reduce
household VMT per capita to 15% below the existing average household VMT for the area.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-13

The comment states that the analysis of the Proje
not provide suffici e n t and/ or accurate information about t
impacts. The comment identifies several specific items, as individually discussed below.

Analysis with Project Design Features

The comment asserts that the Draft El Ré6s di scussi
significance of the Projectods i mpact-relatcd ®bjecr e t he
Design Features (PDFs). The c olamaeanpages IVdi2daandn i s i n
IV.L-25 of Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, PDF-TRAF-1, the construction traffic

management plan, and PDF-TRAF-2, the pedestrian safety plan, are incorporated into the Project

as part of the Project, itself. In comp|l i ance with CEQAO6s mandate (s
§ 21002.2(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2)), these two PDFs are designed to minimize and

avoid inconvenience to the surrounding community and potential safety hazards during Project

construction (whichisit sel f a temporary condition). The two P
implement common safety measures during construction which are already required by the City

through standard conditions of approval (see LAMC 91.7006.7.2). PDFs are, by definition,

components of a project, not mitigation measures; these PDFs, therefore, have properly been

analyzed as integral parts of the Project. (See Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community

Investment and Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160, 185.)

The comme n t asserts that the Dr af tTRAEL R ithanalysioaf r ect | y
emergency access Iimpacts. o0 This statememdofi s als
Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, Project construction would not prevent through
access on any streets adjacent to the Project Site at any time, and also would not prevent access
to the Project Site itself, and, therefore, impacts regarding emergency access during construction
would be less-than-significant. The Draft EIR points out that the temporary traffic controls
incorporated into the Projectés cons-TRAB-twouldn by t
further ensure that emergency access would not be adversely affected during construction by
directing traffic around any temporary street closures, should they occur. As noted above,
temporary traffic controls are typically required by the City though standard conditions of approval
and, therefore, t he Pr eTRAFeltistnet necassary to grsureathat tboen o f P L
Project would not negatively affect emergency access during construction, as the City would
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impose the same requirements on the Project and the Modified Alternative 2 even in the absence
of the PDFs disclosed to the public in the Draft EIR.

As described on pages 3-16 and 3-61 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of
this Final EIR, and as indicated above, like the Project, the Modified Alternative 2 also
incorporates PDF-TRAF-1 and PDF-TRAF-2.

VMT Analysis Assumptions

The comment asserts that the Draft EIRG6s analysis
is insufficient and incorrect because it is based on assumptions that are inconsistent with other

information in the Draft EIR and does not consider all VMT that would be generated by the Project.

The comment is incorrect. The analysis of the Pro
the LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines (July 2019) (TAG)20 using the latest version

of LADOTO6s VMT Caibnclizlrdetsed by tADO@T in Nowermlers2019) operative

at the time (LADOTO6s version 1.3 was released in
an analysis of theAPtLt ej aautMTs euasidnsgMoldAOOTedds updat ed
is provided later in this response).

Using the VMT Calculator, the Projectds VMT analy
473 residents and 111 employees. The VMT Calculator estimates the residential population
based on the average apartment rate (2.25 persons per household) based on the United States
Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2015, 5-year estimates. (VMT Calculator
Documentation, Version 1.3, p. 15.) LADOT, as the expert agency regarding the assessment of
traffic impacts, has selected a valid data source to support its residential population assumptions
from the US Census Bureau, which provides substantial evidence in support of those
assumptions. In its separate calculation, Table IV.J-2 on page 1V.J-16 of Section IV.J, Population
and Housing, of the Draft EIR estimates that the Project would result in an increase of 403
residents (based on 166 net new residential units) and an increase of 99 employees in the
population and housing analysis. Using the rates used in Table 1V.J-2, the Project would result in
a total estimate of 510 residents in its proposed 210 residential units. The residential population
estimate in Section 1V.J, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR is based the overall average
household rate (2.43 persons per household) as determined in the American Community Survey
2016 5-year average household size. Thus, in preparing the Population and Housing Section of
the Draft EIR, the City also selected a valid data source providing substantial evidence in support
of its residential population assumptions. In each instance, the two different, analyses are
supported by substantial evidence, and in any event, the difference in numbers does not change
the outcome. (See Final EIR, Appendix C-3, Supplemental Transportation Analysis).

The estimated employee populations in the Transportation Section and the Population and
Housing Section also differ due to the requirements of the VMT Calculator when estimating VMT
impacts. The VMT Calculator estimates employee populations by land use using a variety of
sources together which include Los Angeles Unified School District floor area per employee data,

20 The TAG (2019) is included at Appendix D of this Final EIR. The VMT Calculator can be accessed at
https://ladot.lacity.org/businesses/development-review#transportation-assessment.
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2012 SANDAG Activity Based Model floor area per employee data, ITE trip generation rates per
thousand square feet divided by the trip generation rates per employee, the US Department of
Energy, and other modeling resources. (Final EIR, at Appendix D, TAG, pp. 18-21.) With respect
to the VMT anal y s itransportatioreageday,t LABOT, werking evithtan expert
transportation consultant, determined that, for the purposes of the VMT analysis, it is appropriate
to use these multiple sources of data to determine employee population for the purposes of a
VMT transportation analysis. As such, the employee population number is supported by
substantial evidence. Section 1V.J, Population and Housing, uses the Los Angeles Unified School
District Developer Fee Justification Study (March 2017) to estimate employee populations i which
is the data source the City consistency relies on for assessing employee populations for
Population and Housing impacts. Again, each of these valid data sources provides substantial
evidence in support of the population assumptions utilized in the Draft EIR for the employee
transportation and population and housing analyses, respectively.

The Projectdés VMT analysis was also conducted pro
the types of Project VMT to be included in the analysis. Thecomme nt 6 s assertion that
of certain VMT, including from hotel, demonstrate:
Specifically, in accordance with the TAG, the household VMT analysis focuses specifically on all

home-based production trips (including home-based work production and home-based other

production, which comprises all residential trips originating at the Project Site). (See VMT

Calculator Documentation, Version 1.3, pp. 15, 19-20, and Appendix D) Similarly, in accordance

with the TAG, the work VMT analysis considers home-based work attraction trips (i.e., employee

trips made to the Project Site from the employees
with Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA ( Gover nor 6 s Of f i
Planning and Research, December 2018) (OPR Technical Advisory).21 The VMT Calculator uses

a trip-based method for assessing VMT, rather than a tour-based method,22 and therefore

focuses on specific types of trips rather than the cumulative total of all trips to or from the Project

Site. The OPR Technical Advisory allows the use of either a tour-based or a trip-based analysis,

and states on p a-based methodiisMsed no amalyze a regidential project, the

focus can be on home-based trips. Similarly, when a trip-based method is used to analyze [an

employment project], the focus can be on home-based work trips. o0 | mport
thresholds of significance were developed based on the same metrics (i.e., home-based trips and

home-based work trips) as the VMT Calculator assesses, thus resulting in an apples-to-apples

comparison of Project-level VMT per capita to area-wide average VMT per capita. Thus, it is not
necessary to capture al/|l c o mp o rn &valid analysis. Thu$, the Pr oj e c
claim in the comment that certain types of VMT are excluded from the analysis does not address

an issue that is relevant to the analyses for the Project and the Modified Alternative 2 under the

methodology utilized by the City in assessing VMT impacts. (Draft EIR, Appendixes L-1 and L-3;

Final EIR, AppendixC-1. ) As this methodol ogy was created by

21 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA( Governor 6s Of fice of P
Research, December 2018) (OPR Technical Advisory) available at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-
743 _Technical_Advisory.pdf

22 Atour-based assessment counts the entire home-back-to-home tour that includes the project. Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts i nCEQA( Gover nor 6s Office of Pl anni
December 2018, Appendix 1, page 29.
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agency, LADOT, in accordance with State guidance, it is supported by substantial evidence. The

comment does not address this substantial evidence or provide any information to suggest the

methodology is flawed in any manner, or that it produced an invalid analysis and conclusion as a

result. Instead, the comment merely makes the claim that not each and every type of trip is
accounted fori whi ch i s not necessary for the comparatiyv
State-sanctioned methodology.

Evidence for TDM Effectiveness

The comment asserts that the Draft KHatiendveasereo ncl usi
MM-TRAF-1, t he transportation demand management ( TDM)
potentially significant household VMT impact to a less than significant level is not supported by

substantial evidence. As an initial matter, the comment primarily asserts that the alleged invalidity

of the Draft EI RO6s analysis of the eTRAEItesulseness 0
from the use of an i nappropriate popul ation per
transportation analysis. As stated above, this argument fails, as the population per unit number

utilized by the City in its VMT Calculator is valid, is supported by substantial evidence, is a more

conservative figure for the per capita analysis, and did not produce an invalid analysis or impact
conclusion. As the commenterds argument relies eni
that the analyzed TDM measures do not support the analyzed reduction in VMT is incorrect.

Regarding the substantial evidence supportingt he Dr aft EI Rds analysis of t
TDM program, and the individual measures that comprise the TDM program, is supported by the

research and documentation compiled by LADOT during its development of its VMT Calculator,

which is documented in detail in Attachment G to the TAG (Transportation Demand Management

Strategies in LA VMT Calculator, November 2019). In line with that research, the VMT Calculator

is specifically designed not to overstate the effectiveness of TDM program strategies by both

dampening the effects of multiple overlapping strategies and capping the maximum effect based

on the travel behavior zone23 (TBZ) in which the project is located (see VMT Calculator
Documentation, Version 1.3, pp. 17-18).

The TDM program strategies proposed in MM TRAF-1 include, at a minimum, unbundled parking
and promotions and marketing, as described on page IV.L-43 of Section IV.L, Transportation, of
the Draft EIR. Additional measures could be implemented as well, but no further reduction credit
was claimed in the analysis for any additional measures. The Project is located within a Compact
Infill TBZ where the maximum TDM program reduction is 40 percent, as stated on page 18 of
LADOT6s VMT Cal cul at orsoDo d three rPtr aotj iecrt ;6 sevheorusehol d
only been reduced by approximately 18.4 percent with the implementation of the TDM program

23 As explained in Appendix A of the VMT Calculator Documentation, Version 1.3, four TBZs are defined
to categorize the location efficiency of a given location within the City. The TBZs include Suburban (Zone
1), Suburban Center (Zone 2), Compact Infill (Zone 3), and Urban (Zone 4) and are determined for each
location based on factors including population density, daytime population density, land use diversity,
intersection density, distance to nearest major bus stop, and distance to nearest major fixed-guideway
transit stop.
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strategies based on the results from analyzing

shown in Table IV.L-4 on page IV.L-45 of Section IV.L, Transportation, of the Draft EIR.

As reported in Attachment G to the TAG, the unbundled parking strategy has the potential to
create a maximum of a 26 percent reduction in residential-based VMT based on research and
methodology from Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association, 2010). The unbundled parking strategy separates the cost of parking
from the cost of housing, and allows residents the choice to purchase parking or not, thereby
encouraging reduced automobile ownership and reduced automobile trips. Based on the
proposed minimum cost of residential parking at the Project site ($150/month), the VMT reduction
from unbundled parking would be 18 percent.

As reported in Attachment G to the TAG, strategies involving promotions and marketing have the
potential to create a maximum of a four percent reduction in residential and employee-based VMT
based on the same research as for the unbundled parking strategy. This strategy involves
educating and informing residents and employees about site-specific transportation options and
how their travel choices affect health, congestion, and their finances. Based on the percentages
of residents and employees expected to review the materials (10%), the VMT reduction expected
from the promotions and marketing strategies would be 0.4 percent.

Notably, after the Draft EIR was released, LADOT released an updated version of the VMT
Calculator, version 1.3, in June 2020. According to City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator
Documentation Version 1.3 (LADOT and Los Angeles Department of City Planning, May 2020),24
the VMT Calculator was updated to incorporate the latest available data, and included
adjustments to trip length averaging, transit mode splits, and trip purpose splits to better match

the VMT Calculator with the Cityés Travel Demand

updates to the VMT Calculator thus improve its accuracy by more closely aligning its assumptions

with research findngs regarding peopleds driving habi

analyzed using LADOT6s current version 1.3
household VMT per capita of 5.1 and a work VMT per capita of 6.7, both of which would be below

the significance thresholds beforet he i mpl ement ati on of theRAF+f 0j ect O
Project

1). Thus, under this updated analysis, the
significant, and MM-TRAF-1 would not be required to reduce the Pr o j ect 6 s VMT
the level of significance.

With respect to the Modified Alternative 2, the supplemental VMT analysis performed for the
Modified Alternative 2 for this Final EIR utilized both version 1.2 of the VMT calculator and the

mostrecentver si on of the Cityds VMT calculator (versio

1.2 demonstrates the Modified Alternative 2 would result in a household VMT per capita of 7.5,
which would be above the threshold of 6.0, but would be reduced to 5.9 with a modified version
of MM-TRAF-1 that would raise the monthly. Under the version 1.2 analysis, the employee per
capita VMT would be 5.0, well beneath the threshold of 7.6. The use of VMT calculator version
1.3 demonstrates the Modified Alternative 2 would result in a less than significant impact without

24 https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/default/files/documents/vmt_calculator_documentation-2020.05.18.pdf
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the need for mitigation, including no need for any TDM program measures (MM-TRAF-1) to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level; using VMT calculator version 1.3, the Modified
Alternative 2 would result in a household VMT per capita of 5.2 and a work VMT per capita of 5.3,
also below the threshold of significance. (Final EIR, Appendix C-3.) Though the Modified
Alternative 2 would continue to implement MM-TRAF-1 (TDM Program) to further reduce its
already less than significant VMT impacts, such mitigation is not actually required by CEQA as
the Modified Alternative 2 does not result in a significant impact in the first instance under the
Cityébs most recent version of the VMT calcul ator.

Deferral of Mitigation

The commenter claims the Draft EIR improperly defers the formulation of Mitigation Measure MM

TRAF-1to a later date. The comment is incorrect. Although page IV.L-42 of Section IV.L,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR states that i [ t ] h emeaswes ¢totbe implemented shall be
determinedéprior to issuance of a final centifica
page IV.L-4 3 t hat t he 3hBlINhclype at g miasimumé t he two strategies
above i unbundled parking and promotions and marketing. (Emphasis added.) As described

above, these are the only two strategies for which reduction credit was taken in the VMT
Calculator, and which, together, wer e suf ficient to fully mitigate t
household VMT impact to a less than significant level. As these measures are mandatory

strategies incorporated into mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1, additional potential TDM program

strategies and membership in the Hollywood TMO were not considered in the analysis of the

effectiveness of MM-TRAF-1 as they were not needed to reduc
significant household VMT impact to a less than significant level. However, notably, even if the

TDM program only included a specific list of items that in their entirety would be determined by

the City at a later date in a manner necessary to reduce impacts to a less than significant level

(which is not the case here), that would not constitute improperly deferred mitigation, as CEQA

allows the specific mitigation measures to be finally determined at a later date when such

mitigation measures are reasonably identified, incorporated as enforceable conditions, and meet

a particular performance standard, which here wo
standard. (See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988)

47 Cal.3d 376, 418; Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 525.) Therefore, there

is no improper deferral of mitigation, nor is there a failure to demonstrate that the TDM program

would effectively mitigate the Projectodés potenti a

Furthermore, as stated above, after the Draft EIR was released, LADOT released an updated

version of the VMT Calculator, version 1.3, in June 2020 . I f the Projectds \
analyzed wusing LADOT6s current version 1.3 of it
household VMT per capita of 5.1 and a work VMT per capita of 6.7, both of which would be below

the significance thresholdsb ef or e t he i mpl ement ati on ofTRAFhe Pr o]
1). Thus, under this updated analysis, the Project
significant, and MM-TRAF-1 woul d not be required to reduce the
the level of significance. As also stated above, with respect to the Modified Alternative 2, the

supplemental VMT analysis performed for the Modified Alternative 2 for this Final EIR utilizing the

most recent and i mproved Vv er sversion 1.8)fdembonsteatesGhiet y 6 s VI
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Modified Alternative 2 would result a less than significant impacts without the need for mitigation,
including no need for any TDM measures (MM-TRAF-1) to reduce impacts to a less than
significant level; using VMT calculator version 1.3, the Modified Alternative would result in a
household VMT per capita of 5.2 and a work VMT per capita of 5.3. (Final EIR, Appendix C-3)

Project Impact Relative to Impact Threshold

The comment states that because the household VMT per capita, after mitigation, is at the
significance threshold of 6.0, any error in the Dr
in an unmitigated significant i mpact. The above
analysis of the cParorjeccttldys pveMTf owansed pur suant to L
estimates the Projectdés VMT before and after mit.i
standards for CEQA VMT analyses. Therefore, the results showing a less-than-significant VMT

impact after mitigation are accurate and are supported by substantial evidence. Moreover, as

discussed above, the VMT analysis only accounted for the minimum measures required to be

included in MM-TRAF-1 (unbundled parking and promotions and marketing strategies), which are
sufficient by themselves to reduce the Projectods |
less than significant level; therefore, if other strategies are added to the TDM program, through

the review and approval of City Planning and LADOT,t he Pr oj ect 6s mitigated i n
reduced when these other strategies are implemented.

The comment further claims that the Draft EIR fails to explain how Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-
1 would enable the Project to meet the threshold of 15 percent below the existing average
household VMT per capita for the Central Area Planning Commission (APC) area. It appears that
the commenter fails to understand that the 6.0 significance threshold already incorporates the 15
percent reduction from the existing average, and, therefore, by meeting or exceeding that
threshol d, t h e-leveIVBI| percchpiiasis ap least j1% pericent lower than the APC

area average. As discussed above, the Projectods h
employee are both lower than the respective significance thresholds after mitigation (although the

work VMT per employee for the Project is less than significant without mitigation).

Furthermore, as stated above, after the Draft EIR was released, LADOT released an updated
version of the VMT Calculator, version 1.3, in J
analyzed using LADOT6s current version 1.3 of it

household VMT per capita of 5.1 and a work VMT per capita of 6.7, both of which would be below

the significance thresholds before the IiTRAH ement a
1) . Thus, under this more refined analysis, t he
significant, and MM-TRAF-1 would not be requiredto r educe the Projectdos VM
the level of significance. As also stated above, with respect to the Modified Alternative 2, the

supplemental VMT analysis performed for the Modified Alternative 2 for this Final EIR utilizing the

most recentand impr oved version of the Cityds VMT calcul a
Modified Alternative 2 would result a less than significant VMT impacts without the need for

mitigation, including no need for any TDM program measures to reduce impacts to a less than

significant level; using VMT calculator version 1.3, the Modified Alternative 2 would result in a

household VMT per capita of 5.2 and a work VMT per capita of 5.3. (Final EIR, Appendix C-3)
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Conflict with Programs, Plans, Ordinances, or Policies

Thecomment <c¢l aims that the Draft EI RGOS analysis und:
plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system) is insufficiently supported by

analysis or substantial evidence due to the purported flaws and insuf f i ci enci es in the
VMT analysis discussed above. However, as the above discussion shows, the VMT analysis for

the Project presented in the Draft EIR is neither flawed nor insufficient, and, as discussed above,
substantial evidence supportstheDr af t EI R6s VMT analysis for the Pr
substanti al evidence supporting the Draft El R6s
Moreover, the updated version 1.3 of the VMT Calculator shows that the Project would result in a

less than significant household VMT per capita and work VMT per capita, requiring no mitigation.
Therefore, the Draft EIRGOs analysis of the Projec
is conservative. As stated, the analysis of the Modified Project utilizing the updated version 1.3 of

the VMT calculator also shows its VMT impacts are less than significant without the need for

mitigation.

The comment specifically cites concerns that the
relies on MM-TRAF-1t o reduce the Projectdés potential hous
significant and enable the Projectdés VMT to meet
average household VMT per capita for the Central APC area. However, as explained above, the

6.0 threshold incorporates the 15 percent below the existing average household VMT per capita

for the Central APC area, and substantial evidenc
TRAF-1 woul d reduce the Project 6s op legsehansigdficanth ou s e h ¢
level. As discussed on pages 3-58 to 3-60 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections,

of this Final EIR, implementation of mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 would reduce the Modified

Al t er n ahbuseh@d VRI5 te below threshold, as determined by VMT Calculator version 1.2.

As determined by VMT Calculator 1.3, however, the Modified Alternative 2 would not result in a

significant impact before the implementation of a TDM program (MM-TRAF-1); the Modified

Alternative 2 would implement a TDM program via mitigation measure MM-TRAF-1 to further

reduce its already less than significant household VMT impact.

In the course of providing a thorough discussion of any aspects of the Project that pertain to City
programs, plans, ordinances, or policies, MM-TRAF-1 is referenced several times because the
proposed TDM program strategies actively support certain Mobility plan policies and programs.

Mobility Plan Policy 4.8, AEncourage gremegner util
Strategies to reduce dependenceonsingle-oc cupancy Vv e hireqlireimpleinentatoeas n o't

of TDM measures beyond those that would be required by the TDM Ordinance (Los Angeles

Municipal Code Section 12.26J), which does not apply to the Project in any case. MM-TRAF-1 is

referenced because it specifically supports Mobility Plan Policy 4.8; however, its absence would

not interfere or conflict with the policy.

The Project is consistent wit h-stMethndbffistregt pdtkingn Pol i
supply with other transportation and | and -use o0b]j
street parking to meet Project parking requirements. MM-TRAF-1 is mentioned because it has the
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potential to further reduce parking demand, but the implementation of this measure is not
necessary to demonstrate the Projectds consistenc

The discussion of consistency with Mobility Pl an
capita, o0 appropri attedsy WMT can aleyssitshearnPd otfreec TDM prr
would reduce VMT per capita. This discussion demonstrates how the Project supports the policy,

regardless of the fact that there is no explicit mandate for an individual project to do this, outside

of complying with the TDM Ordinance or mitigating significant VMT impacts.

The Draft EIR notes that the Project would implement unbundled parking options as part of the
TDM program in support of Mobility Plan Program PK.14. As with Mobility Plan Policy 5.2, it is not
mandatory for the Project to include unbundled parking, and thus there would be no conflict with
this program without it. However, because the Project would implement MM-TRAF-1 which
includes unbundled parking, it specifically supports the program.

Therefore, the Draft EIR provides adequate analysis and supporting information to conclude that
the Project would not conflict with the identified programs, plans, ordinances, or policies
addressing the circulation system. As discussed on pages 3-57 through 3-58 of Chapter 3,
Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, like the Project, the Modified
Alternative 2 also would not conflict with the identified programs, plans, ordinances, or policies
addressing the circulation system.

Comment No. ORG 5-14

Inadequate Analysis of Noise Impacts

The DEI Rbs noise anal ysi srelated noisé and \ébsatioh impatts const r
will be significant and unavoidable but that operational impacts will be less than significant. The
analysis and proposed mitigation are flawed in several respects.

First, the analysis of existing ambient noise levels at locations of noise-sensitive receptors is
incomplete and undermines the validity of the DE
identified nearby residential uses on all sides of the Project site. Noise measurements were taken
at five selected locations, but not at the location closest to the Project site, residences immediately
south and east of the eastern portion of the Project site, and measurements at the locations
selected were taken inconsistently, with some long-term measurements and some short-term
measurements and no average hourly levels provided for some locations.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-14

The commenter asserts that the analysis of existing ambient noise levels at locations of noise-
sensitive receptors is incomplete and under mi nes
impacts. As discussed on page IV.I-15 of Section IV.l, Noise, of the DEIR, the predominant
existing noise source surrounding the Project Site is traffic noise from the US 101 Freeway and
from Yucca Street to the north, Argyle Avenue to the west, and Vista Del Mar Avenue to the east.
Ambient noise measurements were taken at five locations along or near the public right-of-way.
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The short-termand long-t er m ambi ent noi se measur ements
ambient noise as defined in LAMC Section 111.01.

Noise measurements for locations R1, R2, R3, and R4 represent the ambient noise levels at
nearby land uses in the vicinity of the Project Site and were used to establish ambient noise levels
as shown in Figure 1V.I-2 on page IV.I-16. Noise measurement location R5 represents the
residential uses farther to the north of the Project Site, just north of the U.S. Route 101 Freeway.
The ambient noise measurement locations are described in detail on page 1V.1-17 of Section IV.I,
Noise, of the Draft EIR. These noise measurement locations were selected because they are
considered to be representative of the noise environment of the existing off-site noise-sensitive
receptors, including residential and hotel uses. Noise measurement location R3 represents the
existing noise environment at the residential uses east and southeast of the Project Site along
Vista Del Mar Avenue, and noise measurement location R4 represents the existing noise
environment of the single- and multi-family residential uses south of the Project Site along Carlos.
As previously mentioned, the predominant existing noise source surrounding the Project Site is
traffic noise from the US 101 Freeway, Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Vista Del Mar Avenue.
All four of the ambient noise measurement locations near the Project Site are placed along the
nearby streets and the nearby noise-sensitive receptors; therefore, substantial evidence supports
the Draft EIR use of these noise measurement locations as representative of the ambient noise
levels surrounding the Project Site, and no additional analysis is required.

Comment No. ORG 5-15

T h e D Esigiffidasice thresholds and analysis of significance of noise impacts are also
flawed. The significance thresholds do not adequately capture noise impacts that are potentially
significant. The analysis for both construction-related and operational impacts is undermined by
the incomplete and faulty assessment of existing ambient noise levels.

The DEIR concludes that operational noise impacts would be less than significant, based in
part on a conclusion that noise from outdoor/open space activity and loading dock and refuse
collection areas, as well as moving trucks, would not exceed significance thresholds at receptor
locations R3 and R4. As noted above, the selected locations do not allow adequate assessment
of noise levels at residential uses adjacent to the Project site, undermining the validity of this
conclusion.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-15

al

The comment asserts that t he Draft EI'R uses

adequately identify potentially significant noise impacts. However, the comment does not explain
why the commenter believes the thresholds are flawed or why the thresholds fail to identify the
Projectbés potentially significant i mpacts.

speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, [or] evidence which is clearly erroneous or

The
t he Draft EI R6s t hiedhoadndys faarcet sf loarwesubast ant i

i naccuratebo does not constitute s u b s15084)¢(5), a |

15384(a).) The comment is too vague and lacks sufficient specificity to enable the City to prepare
a good faith, reasoned response.
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The comment also claims that the Draft El R6s conc
be less than significant for sensitive receptors represented by noise measurement locations R3

and R4 due to the flaws in the Draft El Rd6s ambi en
ORG 5-14. The comment is incorrect. As discussed in Response to Comment No. ORG 5-14,

above, ambient noise measurements were properly collected to represent the noise environment

of the existing off-site noise-sensitive receptors. The short-term and long-term ambient noise
measurements all meet the Cityds requirement for
111.01. As such operational noise impacts from outdoor/open space activity, loading dock, refuse

collection areas, and moving trucks were properly evaluated based on measured ambient noise

levels consistent with the LAMC and were based on substantial evidence contained in the Draft

EIR. No additional analysis is required.

Comment No. ORG 5-16

The operational noise impacts analysis from parking structures also appears flawed, including
because it assumes that only 7 trips are expected to use the entrance driveway to access Building
2 parking, a value that appears to be greatly underestimated given the population of that building.
The proximity of that parking driveway to adjacent residential uses requires a more searching
analysis.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-16

Thecomment <c¢l aims that the Draft EIROG6Gs analysis of
206s parking structure is flawed due to underestim
operational noise impacts analysis from parking structures is based on peak hourly trips provided

in the Projectods Traf f i c2 dbthailtaft EIR.riroGhapterlid Pragjent Ap p e n
Description, page 1l-14, the Draft EIR states that Building 2 would have 13 residential dwelling

units and no commercial/restaurant uses. Building 1 would have 197 residential dwelling units

and all of the hotel and commercial/restaurant uses. As indicated in Table 8 on page 63 of the
Projectbés Traffic Study -a%hmdSedaim IVdNose; of he Rraft ElRn pag e
the Project would result in a maximum of 238 peak hour trips. Also, according to Table 8 of the
Projectbés Traffic Study, the Projectodés 210 reside
110 peak hour trips. Therefore, Building 2 would generate a maximum of approximately 7 trips

per peak hour (13 residential units divided by 210 total residential units, multiplied by 110 trips,

equals 6.8 trips, which was then rounded up to 7 trips). Since Building 2 would have one parking

entrance, all 7 peak hour trips were modeled as noise sources at the Building 2 parking entrance.

As such, the parking structure analysis is based on substantial evidence and no additional

analysis is required.

Even if, hypothetically, the number of peak hour trips at the Building 2 parking entrance were to
double (i.e., 14 trips instead of 7 trips), based on the calculation formula for parking noise (see
page IV.I-27 of Section IV.l, Noise, of the Draft EIR), the Building 2 parking entrance noise level
contribution, by itself, would only increase from 35 dBA to 38 dBA. When considered together
with the composite noise sources, a hypothetical noise level increase from the Building 2 parking
entrance from 35 dBA to 38 dBA would be so low that it would have no effect on the total
composite noise level.
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Moreover, it should be noted that, as described on page 3-17 and shown in Figure 3-1 of Chapter
3, Reuvisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 has
eliminated Building 2 altogether, and the only entrance to the Modified A1 t e r n aBuildimgel
parking is located off Yucca Street. Therefore, the Modified Alternative 2 would create no noise
impact on the adjacent residencestothe eastofthePr oj ect Site due to a
structure.

Comment No. ORG 5-17

The analysis of impacts from the emergency generator is also undermined by the faulty
assessment of noise levels at sensitive residential receptors adjacent to the Project. These flaws
call into question the conclusion that proposed mitigation is sufficient to avoid potentially
significant impacts.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-17

The comment <c¢laims that the Draft EIRG6s ana
generator is flawed due to its purported faulty ambient noise measurements. Refer to Responses
to Comment Nos. ORG 5-14 and ORG 5-15, above. As discussed in Response to Comment No.
ORG 5-14 and ORG 5-15, above, the assessment of ambient noise levels at sensitive residential
receptors adjacent to the Project incorporates representative ambient noise levels for the nearby
sensitive receptor locations. With respect to the emergency generator noise, as discussed on
page IV.1-40 in Section IV.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the emergency generator is anticipated to be
located approximately 75 feet from Argyle Avenue and along the southern perimeter of Building
1, which is located approximately 155 feet from the multi-family residential uses to the west side
of Argyle Avenue (R1) and approximately 200 feet from the noise-sensitive uses to the south side
of Carlos Avenue (R4). Other off-site noise-sensitive receptors, R2 and R3, would be farther away
or would not have a line-of-sight to the emergency generator and thus would be less impacted by
noise from this source of noise.

Based on a noise survey that was conducted for an equivalent generator by ESA, noise from an
emergency generator would be approximately 96 dBA (Leq) at 25 feet.25 Two off-site locations
(R1 and R4) would experience noise from the emergency generator exceeding the existing
ambient noise levels, with R1 experiencing approximately 80 dBA at 155 feet and R4 experiencing
approximately 78 dBA at 200 feet. As discussed on page IV.I-60 of Section IV.l, Noise, of the
Draft EIR, MM-NOI-5 would require a sound enclosure and/or equivalent noise-attenuating
features (i.e., mufflers) for the emergency generator that would provide approximately 25 dBA
noise reduction. The required 25 dBA noise reduction from a sound enclosure and/or equivalent
noise-attenuating features (i.e., mufflers) is feasible given the many different types of materials
(e.g., steel enclosure, concrete masonry enclosure, etc.) that can achieve this level of noise
reduction, or even greater reductions, as per the Federal Highway Administration, Noise Barrier

25 The generator noise measurements were conducted at a Verizon facility using the Larson-Davis 820
Precision Integrated Sound Level Meter (SLM) in November 2000. The Larson-Davis 820 SLM is a Type
1 standard instrument as defined in the American National Standard Institute S1.4. All instruments were
calibrated and operated according to the applicable manufacturer specification. The microphone was
placed at a height of approximately 5 feet above the local grade. See Appendix | to the Draft EIR for the
supporting documents.
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Design Handbook (see page 1V-I-41 of Section V.1, Noise, of the Draft EIR, footnote 89). During

the plan check phase, building plans for the Project would be provided along with documentation

prepared by a noise consultant verifying compliance with this measure. Therefore, substantial
evidence supports the Draft EI R6s conclusions t he
Measure MM-NOI-5, noise impacts associated with the emergency generator would be reduced

to less than significant and no additional analysis is required.

It should be noted that, as stated on pages 3-45 and 3-52 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications
and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would also implement MM-NOI-5
and, as a result, the noise from its emergency generator would also be reduced to a less than
significant | evel, |ike the Projectos.

Comment No. ORG 5-18

The analysis of composite noise level impacts is also weakened because as discussed above,
each of the component noise sources appears understated, so the composite is also
underestimated.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-18

The comment asserts that t he Draft EI R6s anal ysi
flawed dueto t he Dr aft El Rés fl awed ambient noise meas
Comment Nos. ORG 5-15, 5-16 and 5-17, above. As discussed in those Responses, substantial
evidence supports the Draft EIROGs anal ysitite of t he
composite noise | evels, including evidence provi
Appendix L-2 of the Draft EIR, and reasonable assumptions.

The composite noise sources include off-site roadway noise and on-site noise sources. As

discussed on page IV.I-48 of Section IV.l, Noise, of the DEIR, the maximum composite noise

impacts would generally be expected near the Project Site boundary. As shown in Table IV.1-12,

of Section IV.I, Noise, the primary contributors to composite noise levels would be the emergency

generator and traffic noise. The maximum composite noise impacts are expected to occur at
noise-sensitive receptors represented by noise measurement locations R1 and R4. Location R1

represents uses located across Argyle Avenue that could experience composite noise from the
Projectds emergency ge n erlead),cand,Builfirm d parking aCoess,ras y ar d (
well as from traffic on Argyle Avenue. Location R4 represents uses located adjacent to the south

of the Project Sitethatc oul d experience composite noise from th
Podium Pool Deck (4™ level), and Building 2 parking access as well as from traffic on Vista Del

Mar and Carlos Avenue. Locations R2 and R3 to the north and west of the Project Site would be

less affected by composite noise because the Project buildings would provide a buffer from

composite noise including the emergency generator and also would be situated farther away from

the Podium Pool Deck (for R2 and R3) and the Podium Courtyard (for R3).

The composite noise levels from the operation of the Project prior to mitigation would be up to
80.2 dBA at sensitive receptor location R1 and up to 78.0 dBA at sensitive receptor location R4.
As previously stated, the sources of the composite noise levels are estimated based on
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substanti al evidence, including evidence provide
Appendix L-2 of the Draft EIR, and reasonable assumptions.

It should be noted that, as described on page 3-45 to 3-53 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications

and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 eliminates Building 2. Therefore,

noise from Building 26s parking str uctAlilernatvewo ul d n
2 o6cemposite noise levels.

Comment No. ORG 5-19

The DEI Rbs discussion of noise mitigation is a
although the DEIR identifies some construction-related noise impactsd including cumulative
impactsd as significant and unavoidable, the DEIR does not adequately discuss the feasibility of
additional mitigation measures beyond those proposed, and does not provide information
regarding the incremental benefits of increasing mitigation beyond that in the identified mitigation
measures MM-NOI-1 through MM-NOI-5. For example, the DEIR states that MM-NOI-1 will not
avoid significant noise impacts to upper floors of residential uses, but the DEIR provides no
discussion of the effectiveness or feasibility of using additional or larger sound barriers or other
methods to achieve a higher level of noise reduction. Also, the DEIR does not provide enough
information to understand the level of mitigation offered by MM- NOI-2, which lacks standards for
evaluating the success of the mitigation measure, and which contains uncertain and vague
provisions. Nor does the DEIR provide sufficient information to evaluate the effectiveness or
feasibility of mitigation measures MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4 to address groundborne vibration
impacts, or other mitigation measures that might further reduce these impacts, including those
identified as significant and unavoidable.

Also, the DEIR does not sufficiently explain how the proposed mitigation measures will reduce
construction and operational noise impacts to less than significant levels. Where analysis is
provided regarding the amount of noise reduction from mitigation measures, such as for MM-NOI-
5, the analysis is questionable, including because of the flawed selection of receptor locations. At
other points, such an analysis is entirely lacking.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-19

The commenter asserts the Draft EIR does not adequately discuss the feasibility of additional
mitigation measures beyond those proposed and does not provide information regarding the
incremental benefits of increasing mitigation beyond what is identified. On pages IV.I-57 through
IV.1-60 of Section IV.l, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the proposed mitigation measures to minimize
construction and operational-related impacts are discussed. The mitigation measures included
were developed to be feasible, effective, and implementable. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15151,
Aifal]n EIR should be prepared with a sufficient de
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is
reasonably feasibleéThe courts have | ookeaads, not f o
and a good faith effort at f u-NOI-1thiogglc MMbNOIS neeetd Mi t i ¢
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the requirements of Guideline 15126.4(a)(1) in that they are feasible measures that the Draft EIR
demonstrates, based on substantial evidence, could mini mi ze the Projectods sigl
impacts.

For example, MM-NOI-1 requires the Project to use 15-foot tall noise barriers that achieve a noise
reduction of 15 dBA. The barrier height is based on the ability to block the line-of-sight between
the Project Site and the nearby residential uses while also considering barrier height limitations
according to the FHWA, which include barrier wind loads, foundation requirements, and the
presence of overhead utilities26 in the Project Site area. MM-NOI-2 is comprised of a number of
measures that reduce construction noise levels; while the reductions each measure achieves has
not been quantified, their reductions are obvious i the ban on the use of blasting, jack hammers
and pile drivers, which are among the construction equipment producing the highest noise levels;
the requirement to limit truck idling and thereby limit the amount of time truck engine noise is
produced; the requirement to keep construction equipment as far from noise sensitive uses as
possible and to muffle the equipment where possible.

Mitigation measures MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4 are adaptive measures that include both
mandatory provisions intended to reduce groundborne vibration and measures specifically
designed to respond to conditions during construction should groundborne vibration reach
prescribed levels. Pages IV.1-58, IV.I-59 and 1V.1-61 specifically describe how these measures will

reduce the Projectds groundborne vibration i mpact
DraftEIRcontai ns substanti al evidence supporting its <co
assertions.

Note, however, that, as explained on page 3-10 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and
Corrections, of this Final EIR, mitigation measure MM-NOI-4 has been clarified and modified to
provide, as follows:

MM-NOI-4: Prior to start of construction, the Project Applicant shall retain the services of
a licensed building inspector, or structural engineer, or other qualified professional as
approved by the City, to inspect and document (video and/or photographic) the apparent
physical condition of the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue (measurement
location/sensitive receptor location R3), including but not limited to the building structure,
interior wall, and ceiling finishes.

The Project Applicant shall retain the services of a qualified acoustical engineer to review
proposed construction equipment and develop and implement a groundborne vibration
monitoring program capable of documenting the construction-related groundborne
vibration levels at each residence during demolition, excavation, and construction of the
parking garages. The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall measure (in vertical
and horizontal directions) and continuously store the peak particle velocity (PPV) in
inch/second. Groundborne vibration data shall be stored on a two-second interval. The
program shall also be programmed for two preset velocity levels: a warning level of 0.15
inch/second PPV and a regulatory level of 0.2 inch/second PPV. The program shall also
provide real-time alerts when the groundborne vibration levels exceed the two preset

levels. Monitoring shall be conducted at a feasible location between the Project Site and

26 FHWA, Highway Noise Barrier Design Handbook, Sections 8.2, 8.3, and 8.4, August 2000.
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the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue adjacent to the Project Site as near
to the adjacent residential structures as possible.

1 The groundborne vibration monitoring program shall be submitted to the
Department of Building and Safety, prior to initiating any construction activities for
approval.

1 In the event the warning level (0.15 inch/second PPV) is triggered, the contractor
shall identify the source of groundborne vibration generation and provide feasible
steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level such as halting/staggering
concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory techniques.

1 Inthe event the regulatory level (0.2 inch/second PPV) is triggered, the contractor
shall halt the construction activities in the vicinity of the affected residences and
visually inspect the affected residences for any damage. Results of the inspection
must be logged. The contractor shall identify the source of groundborne vibration
generation and implement feasible steps to reduce the groundborne vibration level
such as staggering concurrent activities or utilizing lower vibratory technigues.
Construction activities may continue upon implementation of feasible steps to
reduce the groundborne vibration level.

1 Inthe event damage occurs to the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue
(measurement location/sensitive receptor location R3) due to Project construction
groundborne vibration, such materials shall be repaired to the same or better
physical condition as documented in the pre-construction inspection and video
and/or photographic records. Any such repair work shall be conducted in
accordance with the Secretary of I nterior

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subsection (b)(3).

(@)

The modification of MM-NOI-4 to require that monitoring be conducted at a feasible location

between the Project Site and the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue adjacent to the

Project Site as near to the adjacent residential structures as possible removes the need to obtain

the other propert yensurestbat MMGNOGHcarsbe mplemenied to reduce

the Projectds potentially significant groundbor ne
along Vista Del Mar Avenue to a less than significant level. (See Appendix C-1 - Supplemental

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and Noise and Vibration Assessment, of this Final EIR)

Therefore, with its implementation of MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4 , t he Projectos p
significant groundborne vibration impacts on the residential buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue

would be reduced to less than significant.

Additionally, the Project together with the Modified Alternative 2 are being considered by the City,
as discussed in detail on pages 3-2 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections, of
this Final EIR. As pertinent to this comment, the Modified Alternative 2 would eliminate the
Projectbds Buil di ng 2xistingesidentes loeated ad1&as anld 17810N. Mista e
Del Mar, and would return the residence located at 1765 N. Vista Del Mar, which had previously
been converted into a duplex with an apartment over the garage, to a single-family residence
without changing the exterior of the structure. The Modified Alternative 2 would also convert the
existing paved surface parking lot within the Project Site at the corner of Yucca Street and Vista
Del Mar Avenue to a publicly accessible open space/park. Although the residences at 1765 and
1771 N. Vista Del Mar and the park (former parking lot) are not contributors to the Vista del
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Mar/Carlos Historic District, the Modified A1 t e r n areténtioa of thé tavo residences without
any alteration to their exterior appearance and creation of a park at the site of the former surface
parking lot are consistent with Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation, for the reasons discussed in the Historic Resources Memorandum (see Appendix
C-2 to this Final EIR). Further, as discussed on pages 3-44 through 3-45 of Chapter 3, Revisions,
Clarifications and Corrections, and shown in Appendix C-1 - Supplemental Air Quality,
Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and Noise and Vibration Assessment, of this Final EIR, the Modified
Alternative 2 would not create any significant groundborne vibration impacts on the residential
buildings along Vista Del Mar Avenue; even so, the Modified Alternative 2 would implement
mitigation measures MM-NOI-3 and MM-NOI-4, as clarified and modified, to further reduce its
less than significant groundborne structural vibration impacts in recognition of the historic
significance of the District.

As discussed in Response to Comment No. ORG 5-14andORG5-15, t he Dr aft E I
of noise levels at sensitive residential receptors adjacent to the Project incorporates
representative ambient noise levels for the nearby sensitive receptor locations, and is supported

by substantial evidence.

Comment No. ORG 5-20
The Alternatives Analysis Does Not Comply with CEQA

The DEI Rds analysis of project alternatives
alternatives that would preserve affordable housing or avoid demolition of the buildings that are
part of the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, despite a comment submitted in response to the
Notice of Preparation requesting such an alternative to be included based on concerns that
demolition of those homes may damage the integrity of the historic district. The DEIR fails to
include discussion of why such an alternative was rejected or the feasibility of such an alternative.

The DEIR does not provide an adequate evaluation, analysis, and comparison of the project
alternatives and the proposed Project, including why the alternatives were rejected. For example,

R6s «

doe s

the DEI R60s analysis of Al ter nause alternatlke, is eejecied i mar i |

despite having overall less impacts than the Project, although it would provide more housing.

Additionally, the DEIR does not justify the selection of Project objectives, which are too
specific to the Project and allow alternatives to be rejected despite their lesser environmental
impacts. Specifically, the Project objectives include inclusion of a hotel, both in the underlying
purpose and in objectives 1 through 3. The DEIR provides no explanation for why a hotel is
needed, given that the area is well served by other hotels. In fact, comments in response to the
Notice of Preparation included a concern about saturation of hotel uses in the Hollywood
Community. Yet the discussion of Alternative 2 says that it would only partially be consistent with
policies related to the provision of a hotel use, and that appears to be one of the reasons for
rejecting the alternative in favor of the Project. The failure to explain why a hotel would be needed
undermines the analysis, as does the failure to clearly state the reasons for rejecting this and
other alternatives.
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Response to Comment No. ORG 5-20

The comment claims that the Draft EIl Rbs analysis

requirements because it fails either to assess an alternative that would preserve affordable
housing or avoid demolition of the buildings that are part of the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic
District or to explain why such an alternative was rejected or the feasibility of such an alternative.
The comment also claims thatthe Draft EIRG s Al t ernati ves section
the alternatives selected, or compare them to the Project, or explain why they were rejected
(particularly Alternative 2, the Primarily Residential Alternative).

The commenter misunderstands the purpose of an alternatives analysis. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives to the project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of its significant effects. As
described on pages II-7 and 11-8 of Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, there are 43
existing multi-family RSO units at the Project Site that the Project would demolish and replace
with 210 RSO units. There are no existing affordable units at the Project Site; therefore, the
Project would not demolish any affordable housing, would not create a significant impact by doing
so, and no alternative to reduce such an impact would be required by CEQA. (See CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) Since the Draft EIR was not required to analyze such an alternative,
the Draft EIR was also not required to expl

Similarly, as explained on pages IV.C-20 through IV.C-24, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
two residences located on the Project Site at 1765 and 1771 North Vista del Mar were previously,
but are no longer eligible at the federal, State or local levels to be contributors to the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District. As the Draft EIR reports on page 1V.C-22 of Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, both residences were listed as historic in a 1984 local survey, but the residence
located at 1771 North Vista del Mar was downgraded in the 2010 Hollywood Survey to 6Z CHR
Status Code, meaning ineligible for listing in California, because substantial alterations had been
made to the residence that affected its integrity. Therefore, the residence is no longer considered
to be a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District. As stated on page IV.C-23 of
Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Historical Resources Assessment Report
and the Historical Resources Peer Review Report prepared for the Draft EIR (and contained in
Appendix D to the Draft EIR) confirmed the conclusions of the 2010 Hollywood Survey with
respect to the residence at 1771 North Vista del Mar.

As discussed on pages IV.C-23 and IV.C-24 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,

the residence located at 1765 North Vista del Mar has been incorrectly identified as an eligible

contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District in surveys beginning with the 1984 local

survey, because of the alterations to the interior and exterior of the residence that have resulted

in material adverse changes that have materially impaired the propertyd s i nt egr i t
significance. Notably, the addition of a second story in 1935 altered the original 1918 residence

beyond recognition. Based on the property research and documentation of the property in the

Historical Resources Assessment Report prepared for the Draft EIR (and contained in Appendix

D to the Draft EIR), the Reportds intensive
Vista del Mar was previously mistakenly identified as a contributor to the Vista del Mar/Carlos

Historic District and that the property should be reassigned to a 6Z CHR Status Code.
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2. Responses to Comments

Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that neither residence is an eligible contributor to the Vista del
Mar/Carlos Historic District (Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, page 1V.C-24), and that their
demolition by the Project would not result in a significant impact (Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources, page IV.C-35).

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR further concludes that the Project would not
result in substantial material changes to the integrity and the significance of the seven historical
resources in the vicinity of the Project Site identified in the Historical Resources Assessment
Report included in Appendix D to the Draft EIR. On pages IV.C-36 through 1V.C-38 of Section
IV.C, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR discusses the substantial evidence supporting its
conclusions that the Project would not materially alter the settings of these historical resources in
a manner that would materially impair their historical significance or integrity. In summary, as
explained on page IV.C-36 of Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, although the
scale and massing of the Project would alter the visual context of nearby historical resources,
including the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District, the site of the former Little Country Church of
Hollywood, Capitol Records Building, Pantages Theatre, Hollywood Equitable Building,
Hollywood Commercial and Entertainment District and the Hollywood Walk of Fame, the historic
settings for these resources have already been altered by changes and redevelopment in the
area after the period of significance of these resources including, without limitation, the
construction of the Yucca Argyle Apartments in 1953 and the Hollywood Freeway completed by

the |l ate 19406s and early 19506s to the northeast

each of the seven historical resources individually, on pages IV.C-36 through 1V.C-38 of Section
IV.C, Cultural Resources, with more specific substantial evidence to support these general
conclusions.

Therefore, the Draft EIR was not required to evaluate an alternative that would avoid any
significant impact of the Project on historical resources either on the Project Site or in the Project
Sitebdbs vicinity, since the Draft EIR concludes
not result in any such significant impact. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) Since the Draft

EIR was not required to analyze such an alternative, the Draft EIR was also not required to explain
why it fArejectedo such an alternative.

It should be noted, however, that unlike the Project, the Modified Alternative 2 would preserve
rather than demolish the residences located at 1765 and 1771 North Vista del Mar, so that these
residences, even though they are not historical resources, would stand as a buffer between the
Modified Alternative 2 and the Vista del Mar/Carlos Historic District. Therefore, the Modified

b a:

Alternative 26 s potenti al i mpacts on historical resour ce

impacts. The Modified Alternative 2 would also include 17 units covenanted for Very Low-Income
households in addition to 252 RSO units. The Modified Alternative 2 is described on pages 3-16
through 3-28 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR.

The comment asserts that t he Draft El Rosveeival uat i

inadequate. However, the commenter has not identified any defect in that evaluation and analysis.

Given the commentds | ack of specificity, it
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2. Responses to Comments

response to the comment. While the comment is noted for the record, no further response is
possible or warranted.

The comment incorrectly claims that the Draft EIR fails to compare the alternatives selected for

analysis to the Project and explain why each alternative was concluded to be infeasible. The

alternatives to the Project are evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Four

alternatives, listed on page V-3, were selected for evaluation, including Alternative 1, the No

Project/No Build Alternative; Alternative 2, the Primarily Residential Mixed-Use Alternative;

Alternative 3, the No Commercial Zone Change, No High Density Residential, No Density Bonus

Alternatives; and Alternative 4, the Primarily Office Mixed-Use Alternative. The potential impacts

or impacts of each Alternative are evaluated and compared to the potential impacts or impacts of

the Project, and, in addition, each Alternativeods

are determined and compared to the Project. (Draft EIR, Chapter V, Alternatives, pages V-8

through V-104.) Table V-13, Comparison of Impacts Associated with the Alternatives and the

Project, on pages V-106 through V-109 of Chapter V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR compares in

a table format the | evel of the Proj twechel@dwlofi mpact s
each Alternativeds i mpacts i n tl& Ability of Aernatives/to r on me n
Meet Project Objectives, on pages V-110 and V-111 of Chapter V, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR

compares in table form the ability of the Altern at i ves t o meet the Projectos

the Draft EIR does include all of the information the commenter claims is missing.

The comment assert that the Draft EIR fails to justify the Project objectives, and claims that the

objectives are too specific to the Project and allow alternatives to be rejected despite their lesser
environmental impacts, particularly because the objectives include the development of a hotel

use. CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 ( b)iptionesectonr es t h
include a clearly written list of project objectives that the lead agency can use to develop a

reasonable range of alternatives, and does not require that this list include extensive detail or
supporting dat a. Whil egiVa] al padj agedasypmagosetar
definition,d an agency fAmay structure its EIR alt
of underlying purpose and need not study lareternat
Bay-Delta (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1166; see also North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura

(2015) 243 Cal . App. 4t h 647, 668.) The Projectos
redevelopment of a project site located within a Transit Priority Area: to increase the density of

the site with a mixed-use development that will provide both housing and jobs needed in the

community and that will promote transit use and provide associated environmental benefits, as

well as enhance and improve the surrounding area.

The inclusion of a hotel use in one of these Project Objectives is certainly not a limiting factor. As
discussed on pages 1-1 and 1-4 through 1-6 of Chapter 1, Introduction, and at page 3-2 of Chapter
3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, in response to public comments
and at the Cityods rieantbhes sagked the Qitg to Eonsalgr epproval Afptie |
Modified Alternative 2. The Modified Alternative 2 is a modified version of Alternative 2, which
includes primarily residential uses and only a small area retail/commercial uses, but does not
include a hotel.
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Finally, the lead agency, not the staff which prepares the EIR, ultimately determines whether to
reject an alternative analyzed in an EIR. The feasibility of an alternative is determined at two
different stages of the CEQA process: (1) at an earlier stage, when the alternatives to be
discussed in the EIR are chosen, and (2) at a later stage, when the agency decides whether to
approve the project. (California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th
at 957, 981, 999 [CNPS].) At the earlier stage, the agency staff decides whether an alternative is
potentially feasible and therefore should be evaluated in the EIR. (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15126.6(a).) At the later stage, it is the agency decision-makers, not the agency staff, who
decide whether the alternative is actually feasible. (CEQA Guidelines § 15091(a)(3).) At this
stage, Al b]roader considerations of -mpking bodyys
considering actual feasibility than when the EIR preparer is assessing potential feasibility of
al t er nalGNPy, esugpra,0at 1000.) The lead agency may reject as actually infeasible

alternatives t hat wer e identi fied i n t he E I

economic, legal, social, technological, or other consi derati ons. 0
8§15091(a)(3).) These considerations include
objectives. (See Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th
899, 947-949; CNPS, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at 1000-1001.) For these reasons, the Draft EIR
appropriately did not reject any of the alternatives, but left that determination to the decision-
makers.

Comment No. ORG 5-21

Conclusion

AHF opposes the 6220 West Yucca Project because it will have significant environmental
impacts that are neither adequately analyzed nor sufficiently mitigated. The lack of proper
environmental analysis is grounds for a court to set aside the DEIR and order the City to conduct
environmental review that complies with CEQA.

The Project also displaces the existing tenants and destroys affordable RSO units, in an area
of the city that is sorely lacking in affordable housing. It is one more example of gentrification and

é

C 0 ME
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( CEQA
t he

~

C

development for the sake of profitatthee x pense of L os Adagsedsident® Shewor ki n |

City should deny the requested entitlements for the Project and instead pursue affordable housing
developments that do not sacrifice existing RSO units.

Response to Comment No. ORG 5-21

The comment claims that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze or sufficiently mitigate the

Projectbs significant environment al i mpact s.

substanti al evidence either in this comment
No. ORG 5-3 through ORG 5-20) to support this claim.

The comment also claims that the Project would displace existing tenants and destroy affordable
RSO units in an area sorely lacking in affordable housing. The commenter is confusing affordable
housing units with RSO units. Further, the Project would not displace existing tenants. As
explained on pages II-7 and 11-8 of Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project
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2. Responses to Comments

would replace the 43 existing RSO units with 210 RSO units, and includes an offer to the existing

tenants of the existing RSO units of a right to return to a comparable unit in the Project, once

occupied, at the same rent they are paying now, plus annual rent increases allowed under the

RSO; in addition, for those tenants who acce pt t he Projectos offer, t he
di fference i n those tenants?©o rent bet ween the t
construction until their right of return is exercised. As explained on page 3-27 of Chapter 3,

Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of this Final EIR, the Modified Alternative 2 would

replace the existing 43 RSO units with 252 RSO units and 17 multi-family units covenanted for

Very Low-Income households. See Topical Response No. 2, Rent Stabilized Housing, and

Response to Comment No. FORM 1-4, above, regarding RSO units, and how the Project and the

Modified Alternatve 2me et t he requirements of the Cityds RSO

The comment on the merits of the Project does not address the content or adequacy of the Draft
EIR or the environmental effects of the Project. While this comment is noted for the record, no
further response is warranted.
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. ORG 6

Yucca Association

6500 Sunset Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90028
Email received June 8, 2020

Comment No. ORG 6-1

Mr. Como,

Please see the attached. One is the DEIR written comment. The second is a letter for the
administrative record.

Response to Comment No. ORG 6-1

Responses to the referenced letter are provided below in Response to Comment No. ORG 6-2,
below.

Comment No. ORG 6-2

Mr. Como,
On behalf of the Yucca Association, we are asking for the following:

To date, no Plan for First Right of Refusal has been created for the tenants at the proposed project
site. We are requesting that a condition of approval be applied to ensure an enforceable right to
return to a newly constructed unit exists for the tenants. A similar condition of approval was also
applied at the proposed Crossroads project as Condition #14, a copy of that letter of determination
is attached.

We are asking for a real Plan to ensure the tenants have a pathway back to a newly constructed
unit, and not a tent on the street. In order to ensure this, | am attaching a Plan for First Right of
Refusal Under Full Demolition to demonstrate what the Plan should look like. We ask that the
Plan be implemented in this case to ensure that all tenants are protected and that there is a clear,
equitable, and enforceable right created.

Response to Comment No. ORG 6-2

The comment requests that a Plan for First Right of First Refusal be imposed on the Project as a
condition of approval. However, as explained on pages IlI-7 and 1I-8 of Chapter I, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would include offering all tenants of existing RSO units
at the Project Site a right of return to comparable units within the Project, once it is occupied, at

their | ast yeards rent plus appl irefaredteonpagea3u a |

16 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, the Modified
Alternative 2 would also include offering all tenants of existing RSO units the same right of return.
Since this offer would be a component of the Project and of the Maodified Alternative 2, there would
be no need for a condition of approval as suggested by the comment.
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In addition, as discussed at page 1V.J-22 of Section 1V.J, Population and Housing, of the Draft

EIR and on page 3-27 of Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR,

the tenants of the existing RSO units at the Project Site would be afforded the benefits provided

to them under the Ellis Act and the RSO, including, among other things described there, specified

monetary payments to cover relocation expenses and relocation assistance. Further, as part of

the Project as described on page I1-8 of Chapter I, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, and as

part of the Modified Alternative 2 as referred to on page 3-16 of Chapter 3, Revisions,

Clarifications and Corrections, of the Final EIR, both the Project and the Modified Alternative 2

would fund the difference in rent bet ween the ter
new rent until their right of return, described above, is exercised.

Attachments
The remainder of this letter includes two attachments as referenced within the letter.

The first attachment is a copy of the Letter of Determination for the proposed Crossroads project
and a Plan for First Right of Refusal Under Full Demolition.

The second attachment is based on Comment Letter No. FORM 1. Responses to that letter are
provided in Responses to Comment Nos. FORM 1-1 through 1-11.
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Comment Letter No. ORG 7

Yucca Argyle Tenants Association
Email received June 8, 2020

Comment No. ORG 7-1
Hi Alan,

Please see the attached public comment letter from the Yucca Argyle Tenants Association. Thank
you.

Response to Comment No. ORG 7-1

This comment directs the readerod6s attention to a
Yucca Argyle Tenants Association. However, as the comment does not raise any issues with
respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment No. ORG 7-2

Dear Mr. Como,

The Yucca Argyle Tenants Association (YATA) represents all tenants living on the existing
property called Yucca Argyle Apartments and single unit homes involved. We are a diverse
population expressly mirroring the great and diverse population of our City of Los Angeles. We
are the melting pot of Los Angeles; families with children, seniors on fixed incomes, young and
middle-aged professionals, working people, church goers, Spanish is our primary language, we
are Asian American, Black, Latino and White, we are gay and we are straight. We are neighbors
and we are united. We have lived in Hollywood collectively for over 100 years.

The property is now owned by Riley Realty, L.P. who submitted this EIR for 6220 Yucca Street.
The developer plans to demolish our current housing that is under the City of Los Angeles Rent
Stabilization Ordinance (RSO) and will build the developments described in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. ORG 7-2

This comment provides an introduction to the <cor
Tenants Association. However, as the comment does not raise any specific issue with respect to

the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Pr
response is warranted and the comment is noted for the record.

Comment No. ORG 7-3

The comments herein briefly describe the YATA tenants:

1. Concerns of the project regarding legally binding contract between YATA tenants and the
development, affordability’ and larger Hollywood community issues. Promises made by the
developer, Bob Champion, that tenants are awaiting to come to fruition.

2. Support of the EI RO6s efforts towards the EIR i s:¢
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